One Man's Opinion/ John 
Lofton 
Dangerous to Feed the Bear? 


What would you say about this? There's this guy, see, and he's running amok in the 
neighborhood murdering innocent men, women and children. But murdering people is hard 
work. And even a murderer has to eat. So, this murderer stops at your house and asks if you have 
anything to eat. Would you feed him? Or would you say that anyone who would feed this 
murderer is nuts? 

Well, President Reagan says this murderer should be fed. 

On Mr. Reagan's watch, the Soviets -- just to name a few of their atrocities -- have 
continued to slaughter the people of Afghanistan. They murdered the 61 Americans who were 
aboard Korean Airlines Flight 007. They murdered Maj. Arthur Nicholson Jr. in cold blood, in 
East Germany. And they have continued to fish in the troubled waters of Central America. 

So, what does President Reagan think ought to be done in response to all this carnage? 
Well, he thinks we ought to feed the Soviets -- which is to say, he thinks we ought to feed the 
Soviet Red Army, because the Soviet military always has a priority claim on its country's 
resources. 

That's right. According to press reports, the Reagan administration is offering the Soviets 
a chance to buy an additional one million metric tons of American wheat at prices subsidized by 
us, the American taxpayers. In other words, Mr. Reagan not only believes that this Soviet 
murderer ought to be fed. He believes that you and I ought to pick up part of the tab for this 
murderer's food bill! 

Sometimes, however, murderers are hard to please, even when you want to help buy their 
food. The current five-year agreement, which requires Moscow to buy at least 8.5 million metric 
tons of U.S. grain annually, will expire this year. But, for the first three years of this pact, the 
Soviets refused to buy 4 million tons of our wheat because, they said, our prices were too high. 

And -- can you believe it? -- some Reagan Administration officials have even had the 
temerity to accuse the Soviets of not keeping their word. In a telephone interview early last year 
with the Associated Press, Agriculture Secretary Richard Lyng said -- during a meeting with 
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Soviet Foreign Trade Minister Boris Ivanvich Aristov: 

"He virtually disavowed that agreement [our grain agreement] by saying that they, in 
total over the years, had purchased more than the minimum agreement. That's not the way the 
agreement is written." 

And Sen. Robert Dole, Dupe of Kansas, whose state is the leading producer of wheat, 
said he had met with Mr. Aristov, too, but got no assurance the agreement would be adhered to. 
Said Mr. Dole: "I don't know what you can do about it. We've urged them to live up to the 
agreement ... it's up to them." 

Wow. Amazing. Who would have ever guessed that a murderer might lie?! 

Incidentally, any cynic who doubts the importance of bread to the Soviets ought to read 
"Inside Soviet Military Intelligence" (Macmillan, 1984), written by the pseudonymous "Viktor 
Suvorov," a defector from the Soviets' top-secret military intelligence organization, the GRU. 
Mr. Suvorov says this, on Page 135: 

Only one technological secret exists which the GRU is incapable of 

obtaining. Even if it did obtain it, the Soviet system would not be able to copy it, 

since for that, the whole structure of communism would have to be changed. Yet 

this technological secret is of vital importance to the Soviet system. It is the 

Achilles’ heel of socialism -- strike at it and socialism will fall to pieces, all 

invasion, nationalization and collectivization will cease. This secret is nothing 

more than the means of producing bread. 

Socialism, for all its gigantic resources, is not capable of feeding itself. 

How easy it would be, one sometimes thinks, to place an embargo on the supply 

of bread to the Soviet Union, until Soviet forces no longer found themselves in 

occupied Czechoslovakia, Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia, until such time as the 

Cubans no longer held sway in Africa, until the Berlin Wall disappeared. It would 

only be necessary to withhold supplies of grain for a few months, and the whole 

edifice of socialism might fall to pieces. 

Hmmmmmmm. Now, the fascinating thing about Mr. Suvorov's scenario is that it is 
exactly what Ronald Reagan used to say before he became president. Consider his national radio 
commentary on October 29, 1975, in which Mr. Reagan declared: "But isn't there also a moral 
issue? Are we not helping the godless tyranny maintain its hold on millions of helpless people? 
Wouldn't those helpless victims have a better chance of becoming free if their slave masters 
collapsed economically? ... Maybe there is an answer -- we simply do what is morally right. Stop 
doing business with them. Let their system collapse, but meantime buy our farmers' wheat 
ourselves and have it on hand to feed the Russian people when they finally become free." 

Hey, hell of an idea, Mr. President! Right on! 

But what happened to this idea of doing what is "morally right?" Or, to paraphrase that 
line from one of your better movies, sir: Where is the rest, which was the best, of you? 


Consider the American Party 
When THE NEW AMERICAN comes, all other reading matter must gather dust while I 
read my favorite magazine. The April 25th issue, as usual, contained some very 
thought-provoking letters. I couldn't agree more with John Arena's excellent pro-life letter, in 
which he logically predicts that we pro-life voters will have no one to vote for for president. 
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Let's face it. The Establishment's one political party that poses as two has seen to it that 
no one who stands for the right has a prayer of being elected president. 
Realizing that the enemy runs the "two" old parties at the national level, we need to build 
a truly American Party. Fortunately, the groundwork was laid in 1969, and the Lord has tried and 
tested and purified it so that now all it needs is more patriots and money. The American Party is 
the only one with permanent principles. The 1988 platform, printed on two sides of one piece of 
paper, is the most Americanist in history. American party members are 100% pro-life and 
unanimously Americanist. For the second time we have nominated Delmar Dennis, a leader in 
our movement since the early sixties. 
I urge readers to check out the American Party: Write to Campaign for America, Box 
120, Pigeon Forge, Tennessee 37863. Ask for a copy of the permanent principles, platform, and 
monthly newspaper. A contribution would help defray the cost. Then help build the only political 
party that is pro-life and pro-all-the-other-things-you-believe-in. 
T. MAC LONG 
Statesville, North Carolina 


God Bless Tax Protesters 

In your April 11th issue, in an article entitled "Tax Protesting, for Kamikazes Only?" 
Charles E. Rice refers to tactics used by tax protesters as "useless and stupid," and says the better 
recourse is to pay the tax and vote the taxers and spenders out of Congress. 

For many years now, we have been content to vote out the taxers and spenders. We've 
come a long way: Taxes have rapidly increased, freedom has diminished, and we've had the 
chains of slavery tightened till we're about to choke. Yet we're supposed to be content to vote out 
the spenders? 

The ones referred to as taxers and spenders are really tyrants guilty of treason, and should 
be dealt with as such. Yet we're supposed to be content to vote them out, and to vote others just 
like them in? 

The tax protester may be the only true patriot left. He puts his life, liberty and possessions 
on the line. He seeks to find justice among injustice; he strives to force the courts to uphold the 
Constitution, all at the expense of his liberty, possessions, and maybe his life. God bless the tax 
protester and grant others the courage to put freedom above possessions. 

CHRIS WAGNER 
Cardwell, Montana 


Keeping Good Men Down 
The homosexuals and the criminal interests impeached our Governor Evan Mecham. His 
only "crime" was being elected governor of Arizona. It is sickening that our Arizona is run by 
criminals and hoodlums. We will never get a good decent man to run for state office again. Some 
good men who planned to enter politics are now saying, "No Way!" 
MRS. LEE HAWES 
Miami, Arizona 


Thank You, William Jasper 
I wish to express my appreciation for the THE NEW AMERICAN'S coverage of 
Arizona's Governor Evan Mecham in the March 28th issue. (1) (2) The excellent articles by 
William F. Jasper are the most informative coverage I have read. Those articles are being widely 
distributed across the State of Arizona. 
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Governor Evan Mecham, a man of principle, became a victim of media assassination as 
he challenged organized crime and political corruption in Arizona. 
I commend an editor who has the courage to print the facts rather than to engage in the 
sensationalism so prevalent in today's news media. 
Thank you, William F. Jasper and THE NEW AMERICAN, for presenting responsible 
journalism. 
MARILYN R. RALPH 
Sedona, Arizona 


Thank You Paul Ingbretson 
The article in the March 14th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN titled "Art and 
Revolution" was magnificent. It reflected what our art research and over thirty years in the art 
gallery business have led us to understand. The individual who succumbs to the belief that 
so-called Modern Art is the only true art form is one who has been mesmerized, fallen in line 
with an unenlightened consciousness. 
BETTY JO COST 
Carmel, California 


READER OF THE MONTH 


William F. Pike 
Seattle, Washington 
The Other Side of the Story 

"Bill Pike may not be a brain," his teachers would say, "but he has the most inquisitive 
mind we have ever seen." Bill's sister went to school two years ahead of him. Every day after 
school she taught him everything she had learned that day. So, when Bill started the first grade, 
he had a foundation of knowledge. 

His teachers found that they had to give him lots of extra work to keep up his interest, 
and "they did just that." They furnished him tome after tome, covering both sides of an issue. 

As he grew older, Bill noticed that contemporary writers often displayed a bias when 
writing about current topics. Having flown thousands of hours as both a military and a civilian 
airline pilot, covering routes all over the globe, Bill realized that his firsthand observation did not 
"tally" with what most reporters were writing. 

He discovered American Opinion around 1968, and later The Review Of The News, and 
found that there was another side of the news. It took him back to his school. days when his 
teachers gave him reading on both sides of the subject. 

When THE NEW AMERICAN magazine appeared in 1985, Bill became one of the first 
to take out a "lifetime" subscription. He says every American should read it. His main goal is to 
get pastors all over the country to read the magazine and use portions of it in their sermons. 

"We are fighting to preserve our freedom, including the freedom of churches to remain 
outside of government control," Bill says, "and yet it is very difficult to get the pastors to join us 
in this effort. If the millions attending churches each Sunday learned the news behind the 
headlines, it wouldn't take long for as to stop this steady encroachment by government upon all 
of our freedoms. Let's keep after the clergy to read THE NEW AMERICAN." 
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On April 14, 1988, in Geneva, Switzerland, representatives of the Soviet-installed 
Afghan regime and the government of Pakistan signed the UN-sponsored Accords on 
Afghanistan. Secretary of State George Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze 
signed on behalf of the United States and the Soviet Union as "guarantors" of the agreements. 
Despite the major media's hype concerning the proposed withdrawal of Soviet troops from 
Afghanistan, the Accords failed to specify the number and origin of the "foreign troops" to be 
withdrawn, and Moscow signed only the "Declaration of International Guarantees" that preceded 
the withdrawal agreement. Technically then, it is left up to broad interpretation how many troops 
will leave and the degree to which the Soviets are bound to this agreement. Point 5 of the second 
Bilateral Agreement, between the Afghan regime and Pakistan, states, "there will be a phased 
withdrawal of the foreign troops which will start on the date of entry into force mentioned above 
[May 15, 1988]. One half of the troops will be withdrawn by 15 August 1988 and the withdrawal 
of all troops will be completed within nine months." 

Western media have highlighted the Accords' positive points, such as the promised 
withdrawal of troops and return of refugees. Taken as a whole, however, the Accords severely 
restrict Afghanistan's neighboring state of Pakistan, which has until now provided a haven for the 
flood of refugees fleeing Soviet brutality. They also give the impression that Pakistan is the 
principle aggressor in the troubled region. 

In the Bilateral Agreements, Pakistan and Afghanistan agreed to "noninterference and 
nonintervention" in each other's affairs, including a prohibition on "harboring in camps and bases 
or otherwise, organizing, training, financing, equipping and arming political, ethnic or any other 
groups ... and the transportation of arms, ammunition, and equipment by such individuals and 
groups." This clear reference to the Afghan Mujahideen in Pakistan compels Islamabad to cut off 
all assistance to the Afghans short of expelling them from its territory. It also forbids the 
acceptance of U.S. aid for the Mujahideen, who rely on the Pakistani conduit for all assistance. 
Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze hailed the agreement as a victory for Moscow, explaining 
that its terms oblige Pakistan to dismantle Mujahideen bases and training camps on its territory 
within 30 days. 

The Geneva Accords will have four major effects: 

(1) To prevent Pakistan from accepting supplies for the Mujahideen from any other 
country; 

(2) To cut off outside aid to the Mujahideen; 

(3) To provide the Kabul regime with international recognition as the legitimate 
government of Afghanistan; and 

(4) To endorse Moscow's claim that Soviet troops invaded Afghanistan to protect Kabul's 
Communist revolution from "external enemies." 

The New York Times reported on April 16, 1988: "The Soviet agreement to withdrawal is 
so vague that experts on the war do not agree on what will happen to the Kabul regime and its 
army .... The Geneva accords do not clearly state what limits will be put on Soviet aid to the 
Government in Kabul. Soviet tactical and logistical aircraft flying from airfields in the Soviet 
Union may be able to continue to support the Government forces, and those forces may even be 
supported by [10,000] Soviet advisors and technical personnel." Moscow will also rely on the 
approximately 160,000 troops of the Afghan Army, most of whom have been forcibly 
conscripted, and an unconfirmed number of border guards whose ranks undoubtedly include 
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KGB agents. 

The Mujahideen claim that the United States has stopped supplying Stinger anti-aircraft 
missiles in anticipation of a troop withdrawal. Mohammed Nabi Mohammedi, leader of the 
Harekat Islamic party, said during an interview on April 14, 1988 that the Mujahideen had not 
been receiving the shoulder-launch missiles for the past four to five months. "We are extremely 
worried," said Mohammedi, "We don't trust the Russians. They are deceitful and sly." Secretary 
of State Shultz suggested in January 1988 that aid to the Mujahideen would stop long before the 
final withdrawal of Soviet troops: "As withdrawal proceeds ... you don't have the need for that 
continued support and it would cease." 

In February 1988, leaders of the Islamic Unity of Afghan Mujahideen, commonly known 
as the Afghan Alliance refused to meet with Under Secretary of State Michael H. Armacost 
(CFR), after learning that a slow-down in arms shipments would precede a Soviet pullout. "That 
is a shameful answer you gave us," Younis Khalis told Armacost in response to the U.S. refusal 
to grant the Mujahideen formal political recognition, thus denying them a part in the Geneva 
negotiations. 

Senator Gordon Humphrey (R-NH) argues that the agreement is "fundamentally flawed" 
because it fails to acknowledge even the existence of the Mujahideen. By signing the Accords, 
the Reagan Administration put the U.S. seal of approval on the Najibullah regime in Kabul and 
absolved the Soviets of blame for the nine years of genocide they have waged on the Afghan 
people. The document omitted mention of the 1.24 million Afghan civilians killed, the six 
million left homeless and the 10,000 Afghan children abducted to the Soviet Union for 
indoctrination. Abdul Satar of the Pakistan Foreign Ministry said that the UN-sponsored 
agreement could not promote peace in Afghanistan because political power remains in the hands 
of a government rejected by most of the Afghan people. The "moral issue" in the negotiations, he 
pointed out, is not necessarily an end to the war but "who is the legitimate government of 
Afghanistan." 

The Afghan Alliance's formula for an interim government to replace the Kabul regime 
has been systematically ignored by all the governments involved in the negotiations. The 
Alliance's formula outlines the structure for a transitional government in Afghanistan, calling for 
a Shoora-1-Ali (Grand Council), which would be the supreme body of state, controlled by the 
seven-party Alliance. Pakistan's strong support for the interim government weakened in 
mid-March 1988, after Pakistani Prime Minister Mohammed Khan Junejo's meeting with Under 
Secretary of State Michael Armacost. Fourteen Islamic governments -- including Saudi Arabia, 
Kuwait, Oman, Malaysia, and Sudan -- had already extended diplomatic recognition. 

Neutralizing Undesirable Elements 

A UPI article, dated March 21, 1988, announced: "U.S. and Soviet officials, seeking an 
orderly withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan are sharing information on the radical 
Islamic rebels seen as a threat to agreement, administration officials say." The article explained: 
"A CIA source, speaking about the rebels, confirmed a shift in the U.S. position and said 
officials 'want to see some [mujahid] groups fed to other groups' -- intelligence terminology for 
neutralizing undesirable elements." 

Administration officials claim that "the war in Afghanistan has produced at least two 
factions of guerrilla leaders ... whose clash of ideologies and ambitions is hampering negotiations 
for a Soviet troop withdrawal and eventual peace." The same officials, however, have 
consistently denied the Mujahideen a role in the Geneva negotiations. Gulbaddin Hekmatyar, 
current leader of the IUAM, acknowledged that there have been clashes, but denied that his party 
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had ever been attacked by any other. "There is no internal fighting on the level of the [seven 
Mujahideen] parties. If there is an odd case, it is on the individual level." 

The Mujahideen vehemently demanded that Pakistan not sign the agreement. Pakistani 
President Mohammed Zia ul-Haq concurred with the demand that the Mujahideen be included in 
the Accords. This "major obstacle" to the signing of the Accords was resolved in mid-March 
when Pakistan, at the urging of the Reagan Administration, abandoned its insistence that a 
transitional government be established in Kabul. 

In 1985, three State Department officials -- Robert Peck, Arnold Raphel, and Charles 
Dubar -- sent a secret letter to the UN mediator Diego Cordovez. The letter outlined a plan to 
accommodate a Soviet withdrawal while allowing Moscow to continue its arms shipments to the 
puppet regime in Kabul. "Foreign interference," the letter assured, would step -- meaning that the 
United States would suspend its trickle of support to the Mujahideen. This scheme was known as 
the Day One Deal: Soviet aid to the Communist regime would continue uninterrupted, while 
U.S. support of the Mujahideen would stop on Day One of a year-long Soviet withdrawal. 

Under the present Geneva Accords, the Reagan Administration and the Soviet Union 
have verbally agreed to suspend all arms deliveries to Afghanistan on the first day of a Soviet 
withdrawal. Nevertheless, Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze stated in March 1988 that 
Moscow would "rule out" any cut-off of aid to the Kabul regime, claiming that "the Soviet Union 
has its obligations to the Afghan government ... based on the status of a treaty, a treaty signed by 
the Soviet government and the Afghan government. Those are legitimate supplies and we are not 
going to review that treaty. We have had this type of relationship -- such agreements -- with 
Afghanistan since 1921." 

After returning from a three-day visit to Pakistan in April 1988, Senator Humphrey called 
on President Reagan to reject the Accords. Humphrey warned that the terms of the Accords were 
unacceptable to the Afghan Resistance because they would keep the United States from living up 
to its obligations to support the Mujahideen. "If the Accord was signed in its present form," 
Humphrey lamented, "Pakistan would be violating the treaty if it allowed the U.S. to continue 
supplying weapons to the guerrillas across its territory as it is doing now." Humphrey termed the 
Accords a "slow-motion sell out" and said that he "found it hard to stomach the contradiction 
between Reagan's words and what the United States appears actually committed to do." 

In an interview in the New York Times on March 18, 1988, Afghan Resistance leader 
Gulbaddin Hekmatyar of Hezb-i-Islami (Party of God) accused the United States of conspiring 
with the Soviet Union against Afghanistan. "[T]here are people in America who are against our 
jihad (holy war)," claims Hekmatyar; "they are in the government, in the parties, in the public." 
Hekmatyar, head of one of the strongest and most effective Mujahid groups of the seven aligned 
parties, was an engineering student at Kabul University before the invasion of Soviet troops. He 
is accused of being a radical Islamic fundamentalist determined to lead an Islamic revolution 
similar to the one under Khomeini in Iran. But such a revolution in Afghanistan, which follows 
the more moderate Sunni sect of Islam, is highly unlikely. 

Former New York Times editor A.M. Rosenthal warns that the Kremlin has shown no 
signs that it intends to withdraw its troops from Afghanistan. According to Rosenthal, Gorbachev 
has a "plan to salvage political power from its military defeat in Afghanistan." The agreement 
signed in Geneva is designed to keep the Soviet Union in power as long as possible in 
Afghanistan, and to stop American aid as soon as possible, so that Moscow can deal the final 
blow to the Mujahideen without any interference from the United States. Not only has Moscow 
insisted that it will continue its arms shipments to the Kabul regime; it has also annexed two 
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Afghan provinces in the northern part of the country, perhaps to use as a base from which to 
continue its bid for control over the country. 

Afghan News, an Afghan Resistance newspaper published by Jami'at Islami, reported: "A 
news black-out will follow a Geneva agreement between Pakistan and the puppet regime .... The 
only news reaching the world will be propaganda presented by the Soviets .... A Geneva accord 
will not bring peace to the country but the immediate effect would be to deprive the Afghans of 
the possibility of telling the truth to the rest of the world. Who will inform the world about 
massacres, the use of forbidden weapons, torture in prison, participation of Soviet combat troops 
against the strongholds of the Resistance, Sovietization measures, famine, epidemics and the 
thousand other things?" 

-- LEA REHIMI 


Follow-up Interview with Senator Humphrey 

Senator Gordon J. Humphrey (R-NH) has been an important influence in the Senate since 
winning his seat in the 1978 election. A member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, he 
has been a tireless advocate of rebuilding America's defenses. He has championed the struggle of 
the Afghan Freedom Fighters since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 and in 1985 
sponsored legislation for the removal of Most Favored Nation status from the Soviet-installed 
regime in Kabul. Senator Humphrey was interviewed by Lea Rehimi, Contributing Editor of 
THE NEW AMERICAN. 

Q. Senator, you have called on President Reagan to reject the Geneva Accord. Could 
you elaborate? 

A. The terms of the agreement are distinctly disadvantageous to our side. The Soviets are 
perfectly free under the terms [of the accord], to resupply the Kabul regime as lavishly as they 
wish without restriction. In fact, the Soviets are not even mentioned in the terms. For our part, 
supporting the Afghan Resistance and keeping the [supply] pipeline open will become 
increasingly difficult because Pakistan is required to observe a policy of non-interference in the 
affairs of Afghanistan. In practical language, this means that Pakistan must stop harboring and 
arming the Afghan Resistance Fighters. The only way now that we can get arms to the 
Resistance is for Pakistan to violate the agreement, and so the Soviets have made their public 
relations problem the Pakistanis' public relations problem. Previously it was the Soviets who 
were violating international law; now it will be Pakistan. 

The claim that the Geneva agreement commits the Soviets to a withdrawal timetable is 
nonsense, because the Soviets have been saying for several months that they were going to 
withdraw with or without an agreement. We didn't need this disadvantageous agreement in order 
to secure their withdrawal. The Resistance was in the process of procuring that and was on the 
verge of success. We didn't need these papers. 

Furthermore, when it becomes obvious, as it will, that Pakistan is in violation, the Soviets 
will simply state that Pakistan is violating its obligation and that the Soviets are no longer 
obligated to withdraw on the announced timetable. 

Essentially what we've done is to trade in a winning hand and to agree to a shuffling of 
the deck, just as we were on the verge of success. 


Q. Why did we sign the accord? 


A. The State Department's enthusiasm over signing agreements. They regard pieces of 
paper as achievements. That's the way these clowns get advanced through the system, by 
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securing and finalizing agreements. 

Q. You sent a member of your staff to Pakistan in February to investigate the 
Mujahideen's allegations that U.S. arms shipments to the Resistance had been cut off: On March 
4, 1988, you submitted your findings to the Senate Intelligence Committee. What were your 
findings? 

A. I did send a staff member in February; in fact, I was over there myself. There was a 
slow-down in arms shipments attributable, as far as I can tell, to technical problems, 
manufacturing problems, shipping problems, planning problems -- but they were real problems 
and resulting in real declines in shipments. By rattling the cage, I succeeded in getting the 
authorities to deal with the problems and to correct them so that the flow has begun to increase 
again. 

Q. Until mid-March, the Pakistani government had been adamant in its demand for a 
provision in the Geneva agreement for an Interim Government to replace the Kabul regime. How 
do you explain the sudden change in President Zia's position? 

A. Frankly, although I can't prove it, I believe that proposal was dropped under pressure 
from Washington. The Administration was anxious to sign something in Geneva so as to roll out 
the red carpet for the President's Summit meeting with Gorbachev in Moscow. 

Q. Do you agree with that move? 

A. No indeed, of course not! By signing these agreements with the PDPA [Peoples 
Democratic Party of Afghanistan], we have legitimized the PDPA, as well as done some other 
very stupid things which I've already detailed. It still leaves the whole question of an interim 
government up in the air, and that's unfortunate, because we really need to emphasize the 
structuring of an interim government as soon as we can. Now it's just been laid aside and it's out 
of the spotlight so to speak, and that's too bad. 

Q. The Boston Herald quoted you as saying that you "found it hard to stomach the 
contradiction between Reagan's words and what the United States actually appears committed to 
do." Would you elaborate? 

A. The President insists that we're going to stand by the Afghan Resistance, but he must 
know that the terms of this agreement require Pakistan to cease arming the Afghan Resistance. 
So the only way we can possibly send arms and remain faithful to the Afghan Resistance is for 
Pakistan to violate the agreements. 

Q. 4 UPI article in March quoted a CIA official as saying that the CIA was sharing 
information with the Soviets concerning the "radical Islamic fundamentalists," whom they view 
as a threat to the agreement. Would you comment? 

A. I think this concern about the fundamentalism of certain Alliance groups is 
overblown. I've met with all of the leaders at one time or another, and the more fundamental 
Hekmatyar (Hezb-i-Islami) and Khalis (Hezbollah) always take pains to point out that they are 
Sunni Muslims, not Shi'a Muslims; that they have not approved of Khomeini or his style of 
government; and that the West has nothing to fear from an Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. I 
think that the press is trying to portray some of these groups as Khomeini-style groups because 
the press wants the King or some Westernized government to emerge in Afghanistan. My point 
of view is that it's none of our business. Whatever government the Afghans want they are entitled 
to have. 

Q. What strategic benefits are gained by Soviet annexation of two provinces in the north 
of Afghanistan? 
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A. The Soviets obviously see this as a way to gain the natural resources and provide a 
foothold for further attacks on the Afghans. 

Q. Why has the United States systematically refused to grant formal diplomatic 
recognition to the Islamic Unity of Afghan Mujahideen? 

A. I've pressed the President personally on this issue, to close our embassy in Kabul and 
to recognize the Afghan Resistance formally as a government, but unfortunately I haven't been 
able to succeed. The State Department has a lot more influence in these matters than the 
President and I do, I'm sorry to say. And he just buys this line that we have to wait for the 
textbook perfect circumstances before we recognize the Resistance. As a matter of fact, I met 
with the President yesterday morning about this very matter. 

Q. What is meant by "textbook perfect," Senator? 


A. Well, for heaven's sake, I don't know! We recognize the Sandinista Government in 
Nicaragua, and what could be worse than that? Isn't it odd that we recognize Ortega willingly, 
but we insist that the Afghan Resistance have a government patterned after the United States 
before we're willing to recognize them? It doesn't make any sense. 


Q. Will we continue to aid the Mujahideen? Or will we follow the administration's policy 
of "positive symmetry" (both sides ending aid)? 

A. That's my concern, because time is now on the side of the Soviets. The pipeline will 
become increasingly vulnerable because of pressure on Pakistan. Pakistan's democratic 
government has to call elections sometime in the next two years. So, increasingly, the Prime 
Minister will be under domestic and international pressure to cut off support. The Soviets keep 
blowing up munitions dumps in Pakistan, [which will lead to an] increase in Pakistan's domestic 
opposition to its policies to aid the Resistance. 


Q. What kind of predictions can you make for the future of the Afghan Resistance and the 
refugees? 

A. I think the Resistance will win. We made it more difficult, but the Resistance will still 
win. The Soviets will leave. The Communist government will fall and, after a period, there will 
be an interim government and the people of Afghanistan will exercise self-determination. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


The Democratic Campaign 
Governor Michael Dukakis of Massachusetts moved closer to the Democratic presidential 
nomination in late April and early May with primary victories in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and 
Indiana. His chief rival, Jesse Jackson, prevailed only in the District of Columbia. Dukakis' 
victories raised his delegate total to nearly 1,500 of the 2,081 he needs to claim his party's 
nomination. Jackson has about 900 delegates. 
Fire Cripples Navy Submarine 
Three sailors died and 22 others were injured April 25th when an explosion and toxic fire 
disabled the U.S. submarine Bonefish about 160 miles off the Florida coast. The 30-year-old sub 
is one of the Navy's few remaining diesel-electric boats. Found dead at their stations in the 
control room were Lieutenant Ray Everts, 30, of Naoma, W. Va.; Petty Officer First Class 
Robert W. Bordelon Jr., 39, of Willis, Tex.; and Petty Officer Third Class Marshall T. Lindgren, 
21, of Pisgah Forest, N.C. 
Supreme Court Decision 
On April 25th, the U.S. Supreme Court voted (5 to 4) to reconsider a 1976 decision 
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(Runyon v. McCrary) that had expanded the rights of minorities to sue private parties for racial 
discrimination under a post-Civil War statute. The five Justices in the majority -- Rehnquist, 
Kennedy, O'Connor, Scalia, and White -- said that "it is surely no affront to settled jurisprudence 
to request argument on whether a particular precedent should be modified or overruled." In a 
dissent, Justice John Paul Stevens accused the majority of seeking "to cast itself adrift from the 
constraints imposed by the adversary process and to fashion its own agenda." 
Some Votes in Congress 
On April 20th, the Senate approved (by voice vote) and sent to the White House a bill 
authorizing $8.3 billion in spending for elementary and secondary school programs .... On the 
same day, the Senate voted (69 to 27) to give $20,000 and an apology to each of the 
Japanese-Americans who were held in internment camps during World War II. An estimated 
60,000 of the 120,000 people interned during the war are still alive .... Defying a veto threat from 
President Reagan, the House (312 to 107) and Senate (63 to 36) passed a comprehensive trade 
bill that includes provisions requiring 60 days' notice of plant closing by companies with more 
than 100 employees, repealing the "windfall profits" tax on oil, giving trade relief to industries 
seriously injured by imports, and initiating investigations of countries with "pervasive" unfair 
trade practices. 
Ortega's Solution to Contras 
After a second round of talks between Sandinista Communists and Nicaraguan freedom 
fighters (Contras) ended without any progress toward peace, Nicaraguan Communist dictator 
Daniel Ortega warned on May Ist that his army would crush the Contras if they did not accept 
Sandinista terms. "We are preparing ourselves," said Ortega, "and if their answer is negative, we 
are going to launch a great offensive .... They think we are willing to discuss whether there is 
going to be a revolutionary process or a counterrevolutionary process here. That is not up for 
discussion. What we are discussing is how the mercenary forces, who are already defeated, can 
lay down their weapons. They should be grateful that we are not offering them the guillotine or 
the firing squad, which is what they deserve." 
Persian Gulf Policy 
On April 29th, President Reagan ordered American forces in the Persian Gulf to broaden 
their protection of neutral shipping under attack by Iran, no matter what nation's flag the ships 
are flying. Until now, only ships flying the American flag could be protected. While contending 
that "we are not the policemen of the gulf, nor do we wish to be," Secretary of Defense Frank 
Carlucci said that the President had authorized protection for "friendly, innocent, neutral vessels, 
flying a nonbelligerent flag outside declared war exclusion zones, that are not carrying 
contraband or resisting legitimate visit and search by a Persian Gulf belligerent." 
U.S.-Soviet Friction Continues 
U.S.-Soviet conviviality suffered a setback in late April as President Reagan and Soviet 
boss Mikhail Gorbachev exchanged critical words and arms control negotiators for both sides 
disagreed over verification provisions in the treaty banning medium- and shorter-range missiles. 
On April 21st, President Reagan told an audience in Springfield, Mass., that the Soviet Union 
has not voluntarily left an occupied country in more than three decades and there is evidence that 
"they still hope to prop up their discredited, doomed puppet regime" in Afghanistan, and that 
they still "pose a threat to neighboring Pakistan." 
At talks with Secretary of State George Shultz in Moscow the same week, Gorbachev 
complained of Reagan's "confrontational" attitude and said that "if we reciprocate -- and we can 
do so over a very wide range of issues -- the atmosphere in Soviet-American relations can 
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become such that it will make it no longer possible to solve any further issues." Shultz called 
Gorbachev's comments an "over-reaction" to Mr. Reagan's speech. 
Strikes Spreading in Poland 

Thousands of shipyard workers went on strike in Gdansk May 2nd, demanding higher 
pay and the legalization of the Solidarity trade union, which was formed in the Baltic seaport in 
1980 but was outlawed by the Communist regime in 1982. The workers at the Lenin Shipyard 
also expressed solidarity with striking workers at the big Lenin steel mill in the southern city of 
Nowa Huta. The police had to resort to force to put down demonstrations in several Polish cities 
on May Ist as the people expressed their anger at government policies that have boosted retail 
prices by 45 percent and the price of heating materials by nearly 200 percent. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


WASHINGTON 
The Harm-the-Poor Law 


Congress is on the verge of boosting the minimum wage once again. This escalating 
intrusion into the relationship between employer and employee will drive more businesses 
overseas, cost many more entry-level jobs, and contribute to America's declining productivity. It 
will at the same time tighten government's control over the vanishing private sector. 

Mangling the Constitution 

Federal minimum wage laws started in 1938 when Congress assumed the power to 
dictate how a citizen runs his business. There is no constitutional basis for Congress to tell an 
employer what he must pay a worker, and there never has been any such basis. The tortured 
reasoning process that sanctifies such a power grab holds that the "interstate commerce clause" 
of the Constitution grants it. It surely does not. 

The intention of this clause, "Congress shall have Power ... to regulate Commerce... 
among the several States," was to bar the states from erecting tariffs and trade barriers among 
themselves. It does not give Congress the power to set wage rates for restaurant workers or 
window washers whose place of employment dispenses goods from another state or whose 
customers might be out-of-state visitors. But the Supreme Court deemed otherwise and 
reinterpreted the Constitution so that virtually no employer is exempted from this damaging 
extension of federal power. 

The Poor Suffer 

Calling minimum wage laws "damaging" is asking to be labelled an enemy of the poor. 
Such prevailing "wisdom" refuses to consider how many jobs were never created because an 
employer could not hire additional workers, or how many jobs were eliminated because of 
additional payroll expenses, or how many unskilled individuals -- especially inner-city teenagers 
-- never got started because an employer couldn't afford to train them at government-mandated 
wage rates. The truth is that minimum wage laws strike hardest at the very poor they are alleged 
to be helping. 

The Congressional do-gooders whose demagogic concern for the downtrodden leads to 
minimum wage destruction should be asked why America's stores are full of goods from Korea, 
Taiwan, Red China, Thailand, Singapore and elsewhere that formerly were produced by 
Americans. The answer they refuse to give is that it is far more economical -- even with overseas 
transportation costs -- for producers to have them made outside the United States. In recent 
years, one of this nation's greatest exports has been jobs, and minimum wage laws are a major 
reason why. 
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Government Causes the Problem 

The most recent bit of meddling in this area occurred in 1977 when Congress mandated a 
four-step increase in the minimum wage to $3.35 per hour by 1981. Proposals now before 
Congress would push it by 1992 either to $5.05 (the House version) or $4.65 (the Senate 
version). Raising the minimum wage also forces employers to raise other wages, and more jobs 
are lost. 

Proponents of the boost point to a 30 percent rise in the cost of living since 1981. They 
add that a person working full-time at the minimum wage will earn only $6,968 per year, 
approximately $4,600 less than the 1986 poverty level set by government for a family of four. 
Don't hold your breath waiting for these bleeding hearts to admit that it is their agenda for 
government that continues to destroy the dollar, boost our taxes, weaken the U.S. economy, and 
drive more into poverty. They are fixing a problem they caused. Predictably, they will only make 
the problem worse. 

The debate in Congress should not be over what level should be set for employees to be 
paid. The debate should begin to address the need to abolish minimum wage laws. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Among other extensions of raw power, the 1964 Civil Rights Act made the federal 
government the overseer of hiring and promotion practices for most of America's employers. 
While it did so, its language stated that it would be unlawful for employers "to discriminate 
because of race, color, religion, sex or national origin." Once the federal camel had been invited 
into the citizen's tent, however, he soon took control of the entire edifice. 

A Complete Reversal 

In less than a decade, the 1964 Act was amended so that the prohibitions against 
discrimination became mandates enforcing it. A 1972 amendment to the 1964 Act gave federal 
courts power to compel "affirmative action" regarding hiring, reinstatement, promotion, even 
back pay for anyone deemed to have been treated "unjustly." Thus began the process of "reverse 
discrimination," the practice of using race, color, sex and religion as criteria for hiring, etc. -- 
exactly what the original act had expressly forbidden. 

Then, in 1986, the Supreme Court extended the affirmative action form of discrimination 
to include favoring members of "minority groups" who themselves had never suffered any 
personal discrimination. A labor union, for instance, must now meet a racially-computed 
membership quota, and a fire department must now promote minority individuals over more 
qualified, more experienced, and senior non-minority individuals. 

Encouraging Class Consciousness 

Summarizing, here is what government has done: Rights no longer belong to individuals; 
a job-seeker is no longer judged by personal ability; corporations now practice Orwellian 
newspeak by adding to their help-wanted ads the mutually contradictory declaration that they are 
an "Affirmative Action, Equal Opportunity Employer"; millions of Americans are now full of 
destructive class consciousness; and racial and ethnic animosities have grown enormously. The 
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Marxian categorization by class now prevails in America. 
Upping the Harmful Ante 

Not content with all the harm they had already done, federal powerseekers zeroed in on 
Pennsylvania's Grove City College, a small, privately-run institution that had studiously avoided 
all federal handouts. "But some of your students pay tuition with federal loans and grants," the 
feds pontificated; "therefore, you must submit to our directives." Grove City officials fought the 
federal juggernaut in the courts and won when the Supreme Court, in 1984, ruled that only a 
department within an institution that accepts direct federal handouts is subject to federal hiring 
directives. However, their victory was only temporary. 

Led by strident leftwingers, Congress passed the misleadingly, but cleverly named Civil 
Rights Reconstruction Act to overturn the Grove City decision. Commendably, President Reagan 
vetoed it, and Congress promptly overrode the veto in mid-March. Under the banner of banning 
discrimination on account of race, age, handicap or sex, Congress has enormously extended 
bureaucratic power to enforce discrimination. 

How pervasive will this new law's effect be? A grocery store owner who accepts food 
stamps from a customer can be forced to build ramps for wheelchair users. Because 
"handicapped" now includes transvestites and Aids victims, employers who exclude such 
persons from job consideration are liable to harassment. "Religiously controlled" schools are 
exempt, but practically all religiously based schools are not considered religiously controlled, 
and are subject to the law. The law protects objectors to abortion from being required to provide 
abortion, but the abortion camel's nose is now in this tent, and he will likely soon dominate it. 

One of the only institutions Congress exempted from this unwise and dangerous law is 
itself. The hypocrites who represent us knew beforehand the harm they were doing. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


A member of the Presidential Commission on the Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) 
Epidemic, Penny Pullen is a six-term State Representative in the Illinois House, and the House 
Assistant Minority leader. The University of Illinois graduate has received numerous honors and 
awards for her civic and legislative achievements. She is also a founding member of the 
American Legislative Exchange Council, a clearinghouse for conservative legislation in 
statehouses across the nation. Last year, she was instrumental in the passage of Illinois’ omnibus 
legislative package on Aids. Representative Pullen was interviewed by Kirk Kidwell, 
Washington Correspondent for THE NEW AMERICAN. 

Q. Who were some of the more memorable witnesses to testify before the Commission? 

A. We heard from Dr. Lorraine Day, the orthopedic surgeon from San Francisco General 
who is refusing to operate on patients who will not allow her to submit them to an HIV test. She 
gave very good reasons for her position on that and, I think, won a great deal of support. 

We heard from Congressman Bill Dannemeyer [R-CA], who is the champion in Congress 
on the side of public protection. He was excellent. The activists imported their demonstrators 
from New York to have a demonstration while he was speaking. But he's used to that by now; it 
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didn't ruffle his feathers any. 

We had Colonel Donald Burke from the Army, who was excellent on the uses of testing 
and the need for more widespread testing in order to determine where this epidemic is and, 
especially, to help the persons who are infected know what they need to do to take care of 
themselves, as well as to help the doctors taking care of the patients to understand the full 
implications of the disease and to help in diagnosis. 


Q. Why is there such opposition to testing blood samples for HIV? 


A. There are some good reasons. For example, the social implications of a positive HIV 
test are a heavy burden on that individual. But there is this political paranoia focusing on 
someone's social well-being as opposed to his physical well-being. It's almost like the dichotomy 
of the rights of the infected individual versus the rights of the noninfected. 

A lot of the cases reported in Illinois are diagnosed at death, which tells me that the 
doctors are not picking them up as infected with HIV. Part of this is ignorance in the medical 
community and part of it is this political movement -- what one of my friends calls "ACLU 
medicine" -- which suggests that submitting someone's blood sample to an HIV test is somehow 
a terrible invasion even though they're already testing for umpteen other things. 

I am dismayed by the paralysis of public health officials in this country. Many of them 
are good, fine people who have been doing the job. But most of them have allowed themselves to 
become politically paralyzed into a mode of counting bodies and wringing hands. 


Q. What has caused this paralysis to occur? 


A. It's difficult to understand why the public health people are not the ones insisting on 
using their training and experience and technology. The public health people should almost have 
blinders on in terms of the social implications. It is their job to protect the public health. It is 
their job to attempt to break the chain of transmission of a viral epidemic. It is not their job to 
consider the social effects on the people they have to deal with, other than to be as respectful as 
possible to those people as individuals. 

So we are left as a society without our defenses. In the HIV epidemic the body does not 
have its first line of defense because this virus attacks that defense and overcomes it. And our 
society does not have its first line of defense because the political forces involved have attacked 
our social body's defense -- public health -- and paralyzed it. 


Q. Recently, many public health officials, including Surgeon General Koop, have talked 
about using needle-exchange programs to fight the spread of Aids among drug abusers. Why did 
the Commission's interim report take no stand for or against the needle-exchange proposals? 

A. We wanted to devote attention to the very real need for this country to come to grips 
with its drug problem. We're saying the answer is to break the chain of addiction and rehabilitate 
these people who are addicted, as well as to prevent drug abuse by education of those who 
haven't started yet. Quick fixes don't deserve consideration. 

The Surgeon General criticized us for having ignored the New York needle-exchange 
program. We didn't ignore it; we just didn't say anything about it. We all know that it's there. We 
just don't think it's worth talking about. If New York wants to do that to themselves and end up 
having druggies moving into the city so they can get needles, that's up to them. Time will tell 
very quickly whether that experiment is worthwhile. 

We believe there is a real need to vastly improve and step up drug abuse rehabilitation 
programs. There are long waiting lists at drug treatment centers for people who want to reform 
but are chemically addicted. Those people need help. 
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Q. Will the Commission advocate an aggressive public health approach? 


A. It's hard to know. The political balance on the Commission is so close, not by party 
affiliation but by attitude and philosophy. I think the Commission will move beyond where the 
public health community is today. And I think the public health community is beginning to move 
in that direction as well. 

The director of Colorado's state health department (who is my hero), Dr. Thomas Vernon, 
is about to become head of the American Association of State and Territorial Public Health 
Directors. That will give him an opportunity to show other health directors that his full program 
of public health response has not hurt the public health effort. 

Most public health officials have this attitude that, if they do the things they usually do, 
there will be a reaction from the very people who are likely to be infected and they won't 
cooperate. So they think the most important thing for public health is to gain the trust of those 
they have to deal with. 

Well, when Dr. Vernon was confronted with this argument he said, in effect, "That's all 
very good, but what I've been trained to do is to interrupt the chain of transmission of a sexually 
transmitted disease. I know how to do this and I'm going to set about doing it. And I'm not going 
to let you scare me off by theories." He has put the full array of public health policies into place 
and it has worked fine. 

When they put confidential reporting and confidential partner notification into effect in 
Colorado, it did not have any statistically valid effect on the rate of participation in voluntary 
testing programs. And they have discovered that 15 percent of the people who were found 
through contact notification were infected. That's twice the rate of those coming in to be 
voluntarily tested. So it is worth aggressively going out and trying to find people who are likely 
to be infected and getting them tested. 

Q. Are anti-Aids discrimination laws necessary? 


A. There is a theory that, if we passed anti-discrimination laws, it would be easier to get 
people to cooperate with being tested because they would be better assured that they would not 
lose their homes, their jobs, their insurance, etc. Therefore, it is good public health policy to put 
these laws onto the books so that public health measures can be effective. 

I understand that kind of approach. But there are other implications flowing from that 
kind of legislation that make me reluctant to say it should be enacted. For one thing, there are 
secondary contagions that Aids patients carry that can be transferred to others by casual contact, 
even though the Aids virus itself can't be. We ought to recognize that, before we do anything that 
would force people to be in contact with those patients who might be carrying another 
contagious disease like tuberculosis. 

There is also the problem that people who are infected with HIV develop mental 
impairment at some stage in the disease, many at an early stage when they are otherwise 
asymptomatic. This can take many different forms, and in many jobs it would not make much of 
a difference. But I'm not sure I would want to see an HIV-infected person as an air traffic 
controller. Perhaps the air traffic control service shouldn't fire this person; maybe they should be 
able to sideline him from that job and put him into some other kind of duty. The way our 
anti-discrimination laws are frequently enforced, they wouldn't even be able to reassign him. 

So while I think we should be concerned about the person who is sick -- as a fellow 
human being -- we need to air these issues and get it understood that to enact a blanket 
anti-discrimination law may be damaging to public safety at a certain level. 

There may also be an attempt by homosexual groups to use an Aids anti-discrimination 
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law as their own way of making themselves a protected class because of the potential that 
someone might fear a homosexual is infected. I think, if we're going to have that kind of 
legislation in the United States, we had better be aware of what we're opening ourselves up to 
and debate it openly. 


Q. What are the most important things you have learned about Aids? 


A. This virus is unlike any other virus known to man. It is a retrovirus, which is very rare 
in man. This virus invades a cell and takes over its genetic makeup, rather than riding on a cell as 
a parasite. After it has used that cell-host as a house in which to become a virus factory, it then 
kills that cell. 

It is also a lentivirus, meaning that it is slow-acting and takes months to years for any 
symptoms to develop. The average time between infection and diagnosis is now thought to be 
eight years. During that entire time, the person is presumed to be infectious. The Aids virus 
attacks the very system of the body that is meant to protect the body. It also attacks other systems 
of the body. But in attacking the immune system it leaves the person defenseless. 

These biological facts about this virus led me to believe that we should take aggressive 
action. I was alarmed when I realized that our public health authorities were saying, "The only 
thing we can do is education. We can't do anything but give out pamphlets and do counseling." A 
wall of political protection went up around this virus, which protects the virus and not the people 
from the virus. 

We have to change that. The public has to say that they will not allow their public health 
and medical authorities to treat this as a civil rights issue. There has never been a virus in history 
that has had its very own set of civil rights. The public health officials need to use their training 
and their power to do what they need to do. They should let someone else balance the civil rights 
considerations. 

Public health officials are not being up front with the people about the challenges of Aids, 
because they are afraid. I'm asked many times whether I believe there is hysteria on the Aids 
issue. Quite frankly there is; the hysteria is on the part of the public health people, who are 
hysterical about possible public reaction to the news of this epidemic and the real facts involved. 

Q. What can the average American citizen do? 


A. The average American citizen needs to find out for himself the facts about Aids to 
protect himself and his family. He needs to treat people who have this problem in a 
compassionate manner, using the Golden Rule. And he needs to demand of his public officials 
that they require the public health authorities to do their traditional duties and give them the 
resources to do it. In the case of a sexually transmitted disease like Aids, this would include 
confidential reporting of those who are infected, identifying their sexual contacts, reaching those 
people in a confidential manner and informing them that they may have been infected. Those 
people should have the opportunity and should be urged to get tested so that they can determine 
whether or not they are carriers. If public officials won't do that, they should be removed from 
office. 


NATION 
Alabama's Daring Defense 


Courageous State legislators vote to protect the U.S. Constitution 


The state motto of Alabama is Audemus jura nostra defendere ("We dare defend our 
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rights"). On April 28th, the overwhelming majority of both houses of the Alabama legislature 
dared defend the document that reserves our rights to the States and to the people -- the 
Constitution of the United States. More specifically, the legislature passed House Joint 
Resolution 26, sponsored by Representative Frank "Skippy" White (D-Flomaton) and Senator 
Bill Drinkard (D-Gadsden), which repealed a 1976 Act that petitioned Congress to convene a 
Constitutional Convention. 

According to Article V of the Constitution, the Congress must "call a convention for 
proposing amendments" on the "application of the legislatures" of two-thirds (currently 34) of 
the states. Between 1975 and 1983, 32 states sent applications to Congress to call a constitutional 
convention. Most such resolutions instruct the Congress to specify the purpose of the Convention 
as being exclusively for the purpose of drafting a balanced budget amendment, but many 
constitutional scholars have doubts as to whether Congress has that power. The danger that such 
a convention might consider additional amendments, even alter constitutional restrictions on 
federal authority and upset the traditional balance of power, alarmed many people. As the 
number of states approached the mandated two-thirds, many citizens' groups began actively 
campaigning against the unprecedented convention procedure, knowing that the traditional 
method of having Congress propose a balanced budget amendment would achieve the same goal. 
Due largely to the educational efforts of such groups, no additional states have called for a 
convention since 1983, and several legislatures since then have voted down such measures. 

The recent repealing action by Alabama, however, signifies a new trend. By reversing the 
actions of an earlier legislature of 1976, the current legislators reflect a rising tide of public 
opposition to holding a constitutional convention. The opinion of the public is becoming: 
"Balanced budget? Yes, but leave the Constitution alone!" 

Like all actions, the bill to repeal Alabama's call for a convention began with an idea. On 
October 22, 1987 Bobby Davis of Atmore, a member of The John Birch Society, gave a 


videotape called Keeping Faith With America’* VHS video production (49 minutes) is 
available for $25.00 plus postage and handling. Reprints of the text (22 pages): 
1-99 copies, 50 cents each; 100-999 copies, 40 cents each; 1000 or more copies, 
30 cents each. Add 15% for postage/handling ($2 minimum). Order from: 
General Birch Services, Belmont, MA 02178. 


* to his state representative, Frank "Skippy" White. (A transcript of the videotaped program 
appeared in THE NEW AMERICAN of May 25, 1987, honoring the Bicentennial of the 
Constitutional Convention of 1787.) 

Representative White was impressed with Keeping Faith, which summarizes the beauties 
of our federal constitutional republic and emphasizes the need to preserve the integrity of our 
Constitution. So when Mr. Davis, his constituent, asked him to sponsor a resolution to repeal 
Alabama's call for a constitutional convention, he presented H.J.R. 26 to the House with such 
conviction that it passed with a unanimous voice vote. When the bill went to the Senate Rules 
Committee, Representative White asked Mr. Davis if he would help spread the word that broad 
support was needed to bring the bill up for a vote. Mr. Davis and his state coordinator from The 
John Birch Society contacted a wide circle of acquaintances from their own and other 
conservative groups and conducted the educational activities necessary to generate support for 
the bill which was passed by the Senate on April 19th. 

Although the repeal has apparently escaped the attention of the national media, it did not 
go unnoticed at the White House. President Reagan phoned Alabama Governor Guy Hunt and 
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asked him to "veto" the bill, notwithstanding the considered opinion of Alabama Attorney 
General Don Siegelman: "From a review of the United States Constitution, the constitution of the 
State of Alabama and Alabama law, the Governor appears to have no legal role." 

Rather than risk being bogged down in a constitutional dilemma, supporters of H.J.R. 26 
felt confident that they could override Hunt's "Executive Amendment" (a procedure subverting 
the intent of the bill), and thus ensure that the Governor's role would be a moot point. 

A coalition of nine organizations put aside usual differences in favor of saving the 
Constitution: "It was a coalition never before put together in this state and probably never will be 
put together again," Representative White told THE NEW AMERICAN "The very thing that 
allows such differences of opinion in America, the Constitution, was what inspired such support 
for this bill to save the Constitution." 

Senator Bill Drinkard told reporters at a press conference: "I've got the Eagle Forum and 
the AFL-CIO sitting up here almost side by side. They're up here because, everything else aside, 
the Constitution is this United States." Drinkard said that, if President Reagan wanted a balanced 
budget, he should have introduced one during his two terms of office. 

And so, on the evening of April 28th the vote was taken. White's measure passed the 
House after heavy debate by a vote of 81-13. And with Senator Drinkard's support, the Senate 
passed the repeal 27 to 2. 

"The White House intervened, threw a temporary obstacle in the way, but we overcame 
that obstacle," Representative White told us. "The success is due to the efforts of a lot of people 
.... Mr. [Robert] Davis brought this to my attention. I wasn't aware of this constitutional crisis 
until he told me." 

How does White feel about this victory? "I have a feeling of satisfaction I have never had 
since I was in this legislature .... The Bible and the Constitution are the two most important 
documents in the world." 

Amen. 
-- WARREN P. MASS 


WORLD 
Selling Out the Afghans 


The myth of Soviet military invincibility is about to explode in Afghanistan, the 
American people will be alerted to the false claims that Communism is irreversible and that 
victory over the Red threat is not worth the price. 

The Soviet military machine, bogged down against the poorly equipped Mujahideen for 
over nine years, must now save face and pull its military forces out of Afghanistan before they 
are totally defeated in order to sustain the big lie: that Soviet military power is awesome and 
cannot be challenged. 

The Soviet dilemma has sent U.S. State Department officials frantically scurrying around 
seeking a graceful military exit for the Kremlin. Accomplishment of this task is a must for those 
who advocate one-world government. They use the intimidation of Soviet Military Supremacy to 
justify U.S. accommodation to Communism, with the express purpose of merging the two major 
world powers into one. Coalition of the United States and the USSR is prerequisite to a socialist 
world order. 

Soviet world military successes to date are not due so much to fighting ability, as they are 
to U.S. foreign policy and defeatist restrictions imposed upon its own military operations -- such 
as confining commanders within the parameters of defensive doctrine and shallow objectives. 
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Although the Soviets have attained military superiority in numbers of equipment and manpower 
through U.S. help with technology, know-how, and financing -- coupled with U.S. unilateral 
disarmament -- they are not very good fighters. 

This is not to say that the Soviets do not pose a military threat with their enormous 
build-up. It does point out that the threat, built around a superiority in weight of people and 
equipment, when combined with a lack of effective fighting ability, is diminished considerably 
and can be easily neutralized if U.S. military forces are adequately rebuilt. 

Of course, the Soviet armed forces have never been as good as the masterminds of world 
government and the major media have made them out to be. Historically, they have always 
absorbed large losses of life in war. The fighting prowess of the Kremlin's armed forces in 
Afghanistan is no different from that of the past. The prestige of their army and air force has 
already suffered a tremendous blow as a result of their poor military performance and their 
inability to break the stalemate against an untrained, poorly-armed guerrilla band. Insurgency 
tactics, blood, guts, and hatred for the invader have won over fire and steel and held the Reds at 
bay. 

The Freedom Fighters have seized the initiative and carried the fight to the enemy with 
predominantly unsophisticated weapons. Such tactics have enabled the poorly armed guerrilla to 
fight indefinitely. He need not win, but only avoid defeat. His long-term operations at irregular 
intervals have sapped the strength of his enemy by pressing him to split his forces and react in 
many directions against surprise hit-and-run raids, ambushes, and sabotage. Mujahideen 
operations have severely constrained Soviet logistic support to its combat elements by closing 
roads and destroying supply convoys through the use of rockslides, fires, bridge demolition, 
mines and other innovative techniques. With heat-seeking, hand-carried portable antiaircraft 
weapons, the U.S. Stinger and the British Blow Pipe, they have seriously hampered air resupply 
to trapped Communist units and have considerably reduced Communist infantry attacks 
supported by helicopter fire. 

These tactics have had a devastating effect on Soviet troops, resulting in serious morale 
problems. Individual executions occur with consistency, mainly for desertion and disobedience. 
Boredom, tension between irregular battles, increased casualties (estimated at 50,000), 
drug/alcohol abuse, and the absence of a discernable end to the war are hurting the combat 
effectiveness of the units. Revulsion over atrocities committed by their own troops, such as the 
shooting of innocent civilians in villages and the brutal treatment of young conscripts by older 
soldiers, contributes greatly to demoralization. 

The Soviets do not intend to give up control of Afghanistan, in spite of their 
announcement that they will withdraw militarily. Although the immediate reason for invasion 
was to secure the shaky Communist regime, control of Afghanistan is key to the Soviet 
long-term ambitions for expansion into the Middle East through the Persian Gulf. The airbases 
and landing strips built in the north and on the western border with Iran provide strategic military 
positions from which air interdiction operations can severely hamper much of the oil supplies to 
the West. A permanent support infrastructure for military operations in the Middle East has been 
built throughout Afghanistan and is not likely to be relinquished by the Soviets, particularly 
when it is so critical to their long-term expansionist goals. Abandonment of plans to incorporate 
Afghanistan into their empire violates the basic tenets of the Brezhnev doctrine, which states 
"once a Communist country, always a Communist country." 

U.S. Manipulation 
After great suffering by the Afghan people and with real victory over the Communists in 
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sight, the United States is once again working to sell out a brave country to Communism, just as 
it has sold out China, Cuba, Nicaragua, Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Iran, Angola, Ethiopia, 
Mozambique, and Rhodesia in the name of "democracy" and human rights. The U.S. 
manipulation in negotiating a settlement with the Soviets in Afghanistan is no different from the 
tactic used against our few remaining anti-Communist allies today. Israel is pressed to negotiate 
with the Communist-supported PLO, South Africa with the Communist-controlled African 
National Congress, Taiwan with Communist China, and the Central American countries with 
Communist Nicaragua. 

The Kremlin has a bleeding wound in Afghanistan. We should allow it to hemorrhage 
profusely until the Soviet Union has no other choice but to pull out unconditionally and in open 
defeat. 


-- BRIG. GEN. ANDREW J. GATSIS, RET. 
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Running for president in 1980, Ronald Reagan was asked by U.S. News & World Report 
(October 6, 1980 issue) if he was not proposing substantially what President Carter had proposed 
as a candidate four years earlier -- "lower taxes, cuts in spending and major reductions in the 
federal bureaucracy?" Mr. Reagan answered: "Yes, but with an important difference: I intend to 
keep my promises." 

In the years following that interview, Ronald Reagan has been elected President twice 
and has compiled an extensive record in that office. In spite of controversies such as the 
Iran-Contra affair, he has been and continues to be a popular president. Yet, like Jimmy Carter 
before him, Mr. Reagan has failed to keep many of his promises. Moreover, Mr. Reagan's 
official policies as president have often conflicted with his conservative image. 

It is, of course, true that the President is not responsible for everything that happens in 
Washington. The U.S. Constitution delegates to Congress -- not to the President -- the authority 
to make the nation's laws. Oftentimes President Reagan has not had the support of the Congress, 
particularly the heavily Democratic House. Nevertheless, the President does have some influence 
with the Congress. The President is responsible for that influence when he uses it to support or 
oppose legislation. The President is also responsible for the public statements that he makes and 
the official directives, orders, and other documents that go out over his signature. And he is 
responsible for how he conducts the foreign affairs of the nation. 

Many patriotic Americans believe that Ronald Reagan is a great conservative, 
anti-Communist president. The record shows, however, that the Reagan Administration is neither 
conservative nor anti-Communist. In the survey that follows, many of the facts are disturbing. 
Our purpose in presenting these facts is not to destroy hope in a conservative, anti-Communist 
president but to create it. Unless we are willing to know the truth and to act on it, we will 
continue to be fooled by candidates for any elected office who promise one thing and do another. 

The Federal Budget 

On the campaign trail in 1980, Mr. Reagan promised to balance the federal budget in 
fiscal 1983. Not only was the budget not balanced, but the deficit that year was $208 billion, the 
largest up to that time in the history of our nation. Shortly after becoming president, Mr. Reagan 
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pushed his target date for a balanced budget back one year, from fiscal 1983 to fiscal 1984. In 
fiscal 1984 the deficit was $185 billion. 

Immediately after being sworn in as the 40th President of the United States, Mr. Reagan 
stated in his Inaugural Address: "It is time to check and reverse the growth of government which 
shows signs of having grown beyond the consent of the governed." He added: "It is my intention 
to curb the size and influence of the Federal establishment and to demand recognition of the 
distinction between the powers granted to the Federal Government and those reserved to the 
States or to the people." 

Many Americans have assumed by such statements that Mr. Reagan at least intended to 
cut the size and cost of government. This assessment, however, does not hold up against reality. 
As President, Mr. Reagan has submitted a total of eight budget proposals to the Congress, 
including his March 1981 revision of Mr. Carter's fiscal 1982 budget. (See Tables 1, 2, and 3."* 
Until Mr. Reagan's fiscal 1986 budget proposal, reported budget totals 
generally did not include spending for off-budget entities. For the purposes of 
comparison, all budget totals used in this report have been adjusted to 
including spending of off-budget as well as on-budget entities. 

* ) These budget proposals reveal several facts: 

¢ Mr. Reagan's budget proposals without exception called for a deficit for the upcoming fiscal 

year. The smallest deficit he proposed was $59 billion (fiscal 1982) and the largest deficit was 
$203 billion (fiscal 1984). 

¢ Mr. Reagan's budget proposals without exception called for an overall increase in spending. In 
his fiscal 1982 proposal, he recommended spending less than what Mr. Carter had recommended 
for the same fiscal year ($709 billion as compared to $758 billion), but this amount was still 
greater than what was actually spent the previous fiscal year ($678 billion). 

¢ Mr. Reagan's budget proposals generally called for an overall increase in revenues (taxes). 

But how about the much-publicized budget "cuts" that Mr. Reagan had proposed? How 
could Mr. Reagan have asked Congress to "cut" the budget and at the same time still propose a 
larger budget? The answer is that the so-called "cuts" in the budget were never cuts in the 
absolute sense. 

In an address before a joint session of Congress on February 18, 1981, on the subject of 
his economic recovery program, Mr. Reagan himself explained: "It's important to note that we're 
only reducing the rate of increase in taxing and spending. We're not attempting to cut either 
spending or taxing levels below that which we presently have .... And I'm asking that you join 
me in reducing direct Federal spending by $41.4 billion in fiscal year 1982, and this goes along 
with another $7.7 billion in user fees and off-budget savings for a total of $49.1 billion. And this 
will still allow an increase of $40.8 billion over 1981 spending." 

Mr. Reagan did not have to propose overall increases in taxes and spending; he could 
have proposed overall tax and spending reductions. He did not have to propose only that the 
expected rate of increase in federal spending be cut; he could have proposed absolute reductions 
below the previous fiscal year's spending level. He was not forced to propose budgets drenched 
in red ink; he could have proposed balanced budgets, or even budget surpluses. 

Of course, Congress could have disregarded any such proposals and gone ahead with its 
big-spending legislation anyway. Nevertheless, the President did not give Congress that option. 
If the President had really intended to cut the budget in the true sense, he would have at least 
tried. If he had tried, and then failed, the fault would have been wholly with the Congress. 
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Instead, the President must share at least some of the blame for what has actually happened to the 
federal budget. 

It is instructive to compare federal spending during Mr. Carter's term in office to 
spending under Mr. Reagan's term to date. (See Tables 4, 5, and 6.) Federal outlays under Mr. 
Reagan have increased not only in actual dollar amounts but as a percentage of the Gross 
National Product and in real (constant dollar) terms. In fiscal 1987, constant dollar spending fell 
below the previous years spending (the first time this had occurred in 14 years), but not below 
spending levels during the Carter era. Moreover, Mr. Reagan's own Office of Management and 
Budget is estimating an increase in real terms this year (fiscal 1988) over fiscal 1987. 

The growth in federal revenues generally has not kept pace with the growth in federal 
outlays over most of the Reagan years, and this has caused the deficits to soar. 

Mr. Reagan can, and should, claim some credit for slowing the growth rate of federal 
spending. Nevertheless, even with a slow rate of growth, the burden of the government on the 
American people will continue to grow worse. 

National Debt Limit 

The annual budget deficits become a part of the national debt. The national debt limit 
puts a ceding on the amount of money that the Federal Government may borrow. Raising the 
limit allows the Federal Government to borrow more money. 

On January 28, 1981, only eight days after Mr. Reagan's inauguration, the Administration 
asked Congress to raise the national debt limit from $935 billion to $985 billion. In a nationwide 
address on February 5th, Mr. Reagan explained why he had taken this action: "Today the 
[national] debt is $934 billion. So-called temporary increases or extensions in the debt ceiling 
have been allowed 21 times these last ten years, and now I've been forced to ask for another 
increase in the debt ceiling or the Government will be unable to function past the middle of 
February .... "The President continued: 

Before we reach the day when we can reduce the debt ceiling, we may in spite of our best 

efforts see a national debt in excess of a trillion dollars. Now, this is a figure that's 

literally beyond our comprehension. 

During 1981, the national debt limit was first raised to $985 billion (winning the 
President his first legislative victory); then, with Reagan's blessing, it was raised in excess of a 
trillion dollars. Since 1981, the national debt limit has been raised in a series of steps to its 
present level of $2.8 trillion, a level that the Federal Government is not expected to reach until 
May 1989. 

Budget Balancing 

Mr. Reagan supported the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
commonly referred to as the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act, after its three original Senate 
sponsors. The legislation set maximum allowable deficits for fiscal years 1986-91, declining to 
zero in fiscal 1991. It included an automatic procedure for cutting spending that would go into 
effect if the deficit targets were not met. (That procedure was later deemed unconstitutional by 
the Supreme Court.) Congress passed this legislation as an amendment to a bill that pushed the 
debt limit over $2 trillion. Thus, voting for an increase in the debt limit was made less of a 
political hot potato. 

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings was enacted in spite of the fact that there was already a law on 
the books (PL 95-435) requiring balanced federal budgets beginning in fiscal 1981. That law was 
ignored, leaving us little confidence that the new law would be adhered to any more closely. 
Then, on September 23, 1987, Mr. Reagan signed the amended version of the 
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Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation, which, like the original version, was attached to 
legislation increasing the national debt limit. The new version revised the automatic spending 
procedure. And it eased the deficit targets, changing from fiscal 1991 to fiscal 1993 the year by 
which a balanced budget is to be achieved. 

It is perhaps better to support a balanced budget for some future fiscal year than not to 
support one at all -- but it is also expedient, since support for a future balanced budget reduces 
the political pressures for achieving one now! Mr. Reagan will not be in the White House when 
either the fiscal 1991 or the fiscal 1993 budget is considered. 

Mr. Reagan has recommended a balanced-budget amendment to the Constitution, as well 
as a line-item veto. 

Specific Tax Proposals 

There are two ways to achieve a balanced budget: one is to raise taxes and the other is to 
cut spending. Thus, a balanced budget does not necessarily mean a frugal Federal Government. 
So far as taxes are concerned, Mr. Reagan has proposed cuts but has recommended increases as 
well: 

Economic Recovery Act. During his first year as President, Mr. Reagan succeeded in 
getting his program for economic recovery through Congress. Known as the Economic Recovery 
Act of 1981, it reduced individual income tax rates across-the-board by about 23 percent in three 
stages. It also provided certain business, savings, and investment incentives. Called the largest 
tax cut in American history, the entire package was expected to reduce taxes on individuals and 
businesses by $749 billion over five years. 

However in order for the total federal tax burden to be reduced by $749 billion, the total 
cost of government would have to be reduced by the same amount. As Mr. Reagan himself stated 
in his January 25, 1984 State of the Union Address, "whether government borrows or increases 
taxes, it will be taking the same amount from the private sector, and, either way, that's too 
much." Because federal spending was not cut, the $749 billion still came from the private sector, 
only in the form of deficits rather than taxes. 

Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act. In a December 23, 1981 
question-and-answer session with reporters, Mr. Reagan was asked about the possibility of tax 
increases. He stated: "Well, there certainly will be no change in taxes in 1982. I guarantee you." 

During 1982, Mr. Reagan supported the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act, which 
raised taxes an estimated $214.1 billion over five years and was called the largest peacetime tax 
increase in American history. 

Gasoline Tax Hike. In a news conference on September 28, 1982, the President was 
asked specifically if he could "assure the American people now that you'll flatly rule out any tax 
increases, revenue enhancers, or specifically an increase in the gasoline tax?" He answered, 
"Unless there's a palace coup and I'm overtaken -- [laughter] -- or overthrown, no, I don't see the 
necessity for that." 

Shortly thereafter, he came out in support of a five-cent-per-gallon increase in the 
gasoline tax. In addition, this same legislative package increased levies on the trucking industry. 
The total increase was estimated at $5.5 billion a year. 

Social Security Act Amendments. In 1977, Congress raised Social Security payroll 
taxes by an estimated $227 billion over a ten-year period. In an election-season interview 
appearing in the October 6, 1980 issue of U.S. News & World Report, Mr. Reagan voiced his 
disapproval of Jimmy Carter's support of this type of legislation. "Mr. Carter has done nothing 
about it [Social Security]," he said, "except to impose the biggest single tax increase on the 
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people in our country's history -- by way of the Social Security tax." 

In 1983, the President supported Social Security legislation that raised an estimated $165 
billion over seven years, rising to a total of almost $1.9 trillion over a 75-year period. 

Interest and Dividend Tax Withholding. The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act 
of 1982 imposed a 10-percent withholding tax on interest and dividends, to become effective on 
July 1, 1983. It would have increased tax collections by an estimated $13.4 billion over six years. 
Mr. Reagan opposed legislation to repeal this withholding tax, but later backed down in his 
threat to veto the repeal. The addition of special tax incentives for Caribbean nations and stiffer 
withholding requirements -- as well as the lopsided votes by which the repeal legislation passed 
both houses of Congress -- helped to win his signature on the bill. 

Deficit Reduction Act. In his remarks at a rally in Atlanta on January 26, 1984, Mr. 
Reagan stated: "We face large deficits, and there's no disagreement about the need to bring those 
deficits down. The disagreement is over how we do it -- with spending cuts and economic 
growth or through tax increases. Well, I happen to believe responsible budgeting does not mean 
routing more and more of your earnings to Washington, D.C." Later in the same speech, he 
stated: "We don't face large deficits because you're not taxed enough; we face those deficits 
because government still spends too much." Six days later, in his message to Congress 
transmitting his fiscal 1985 budget proposal, he stated: "To those who say we must raise taxes, I 
say wait." 

Later in 1984, Mr. Reagan supported the Deficit Reduction Act. The Act cut the deficit 
an estimated $63 billion by raising taxes $50 billion while cutting spending by only $13 billion. 

Tax Reform Act. During the presidential campaign of 1984, Democratic opponent 
Walter Mondale claimed that, regardless of who was elected president, taxes would go up. He 
accused Mr. Reagan of having a secret plan to raise taxes. Ronald Reagan, however, denied any 
such plans, claiming at one point that any tax increases "from our side [would be] over my dead 
body." 

What Mr. Reagan promised instead of tax increases was tax reform. In his State of the 
Union Address for that year, he helped to set the tone for the campaign by stating: "Let us go 
forward with an historic reform for fairness, simplicity, and incentives for growth." Most voters 
favored Mr. Reagan's position on taxes over Mr. Mondale's position, a factor that no doubt 
contributed to Mr. Reagan's landslide victory in November. 

Mr. Reagan made tax reform a top priority for his second term. On May 28, 1985 he 
submitted his tax reform proposals to the American people in a nationally televised address from 
the Oval Office. At that time he stated: "I believe that, in both spirit and substance, our tax 
system has come to be un-American." And, later in his speech: "Comparing the distance between 
the present system and our proposal is like comparing the distance between a Model T and the 
space shuttle." 

There were differences, of course, between Mr. Reagan's original proposal and the final 
bill passed by Congress, but Mr. Reagan was still a strong supporter of the legislation that he had 
helped to push through Congress. When he signed the bill on October 22, 1986, he stated: "I feel 
like we just played the World Series of tax reform -- [laughter] -- and the American people won." 

Most of the effects of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 were not felt by the American people 
until 1988, when they filed their income tax forms for the 1987 tax year. At that time, it became 
apparent to most that the new tax reform legislation was not all that it was promised to be. 

Both Mr. Reagan's original proposal and the new law were designed to be revenue 
neutral. That is to say, both Mr. Reagan and the lawmakers took for granted that the Federal 
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Government needed to maintain its present high level of taxation, rather than cut taxes in the 
overall sense. 

What the new law did do was shift the tax burden in various ways. For instance, 
individual income tax collections were reduced by an estimated $120 billion over five years, but 
corporation taxes were increased by this same amount over the same period of time. There were 
phased-in reductions in the top individual tax rate and in the number of income tax brackets. The 
standard personal deduction was increased, and many familiar deductions were eliminated or 
reduced. Rather than reducing taxes overall, the new law purports to make every taxpayer pay 
his "fair share." 

Grace Commission 

In 1982, Mr. Reagan established by Executive Order the President's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control in the Federal Government. The Commission was chaired by J. Peter 
Grace and was commonly referred to as the Grace Commission. The Commission's report, 
released in January 1984, made 2,478 recommendations (or 1,635 recommendations when 
overlapping recommendations are eliminated) for estimated savings of $424 billion over three 
years. These recommendations were based on eliminating waste and abuse and making federal 
operations more efficient; they were not based on changing basic federal policies. 

What happened to the Grace Commission? According to Mr. Reagan's budget proposal 
for fiscal 1986: "Seventy percent of these recommendations have been carried out or are being 
proposed with the 1986 budget; the remaining 30% are undergoing further review. Most of the 
recommendations -- 879 -- have already been implemented and 269 are being transmitted with 
the 1986 budget." 

Yet, the federal budget continued to grow. Why? Congressional Quarterly reported in its 
May 11, 1985 issue: "Most of the 2,478 recommendations have merit ... according to a study by 
the General Accounting Office (GAO). However, Comptroller General Charles A. Bowsher, who 
heads GAO, told the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee May 9 that most of the 
worthwhile recommendations of the survey would increase management efficiency, rather than 
save billions of dollars, as the survey had anticipated." 

Energy and Education Depts. 

When Ronald Reagan ran for President in 1980, he promised pty abolish the Departments 
of Energy and Education. Shortly after becoming President, he was asked during a news 
conference (January 29, 1981) if he intended to follow through on these campaign pledges. He 
replied: "I have not retreated from that at all .... The process, however, that I have asked for is for 
both Secretary Bell of Education and Secretary Jim Edwards of Energy to reorganize, to produce 
the most efficient streamlining of their Departments that they can -- in Education, to look at the 
appropriate role of the Federal Government in education, if there is one, and to report back. And 
then we will decide, making our recommendations." 

Mr. Reagan's most recent budget proposal called for fiscal 1989 outlays of $22.7 billion 
for the Education Department and $3.1 billion for the Energy function of government. (Energy 
function outlays do not include spending for the defense-related atomic energy programs that the 
Department of Energy handles.) 

Foreign Aid 

Mr. Reagan understood many of the flaws of the U.S. foreign aid program when, in a 
1964 speech on behalf of Barry Goldwater's presidential bid, he pointed out how some of the 
money had been spent: "We bought dress suits for Greek undertakers. We bought 1,000 TV sets 
with 23-inch screens for a country where there is no electricity, and some of our foreign aid 
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funds provided extra wives for Kenya government officials." He added: "When Congress moved 
to cut foreign aid they were told that if they cut one dollar they endangered national security." 

Presumably, Mr. Reagan was then in favor of cutting foreign aid. As President, however, 
he has not only supported the program but has fought for larger amounts of foreign aid than 
Congress was willing to pass. 

For instance, in his first year in the White House, Mr. Reagan asked the Congress to 
appropriate $7,775,098,683 for foreign assistance and related programs in fiscal 1982. Congress 
approved $7,495,221,970 -- 4 percent less than what the President had requested. In fact, this 
legislation was the first regular foreign aid appropriations bill enacted since 1978! Foreign aid 
programs had become such a political hot potato in recent years that they could only be passed in 
continuing resolutions that funded a multitude of other government programs. But Mr. Reagan 
got the needed Republican support for the foreign aid appropriations bill as well as for the 
authorization. The Congressional Quarterly Almanac (1981) summarized: 

[P]revious Republican attacks on Democrats who backed foreign aid -- plus the 

unpleasant specter of voting to spend money abroad after making deep cuts in the 

domestic budget -- led the Democratic House majority to await GOP leadership 

on the aid authorization bill. 

The situation was turned around when Reagan and Secretary of State 

Alexander M. Haig Jr. issued personal appeals to their party the week of Dec. 7 to 

get the Reagan foreign aid program ... through Congress. 

In 1983, Mr. Reagan asked Congress to increase by $8.4 billion the U.S. "contribution" to 
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), an international lending agency. On June 6th of that 
year, he sent a letter to the U.S. Senate arguing that "passage of this legislation is of the utmost 
importance to the world economy, to the strength of the recovery and to the U.S. position of 
leadership in world affairs." 

In both the House and the Senate, the Congress considered an amendment to this 
legislation that would have required the United States to oppose loans by the IMF to Communist 
dictatorships. Although the President opposed the amendment, the Republican congressional 
campaign committee sent out press releases attacking Democrats who had also opposed it. Seven 
of the Democrats who were targets of the release complained in a letter to the President: "At the 
very least, those of us who have been targeted with this demagogic attack deserve assurances 
from you that our support for administration positions will not be distorted for political 
purposes." 

The Congress went on to pass an $8.4 billion authorization and appropriation for the IMF 
as part of a package of legislation that also included an authorization of $15.6 billion for housing 
programs, a three-year extension of the authorization for the Export-Import Bank (during which 
time the Bank was expected to make $14.1 billion in new direct loans), and authorizations of 
$5.2 billion for the Inter-American Development Bank and $1.3 billion for the Asian 
Development Bank. When this huge legislative package reached the President's desk, the 
President signed it into law. 

In 1987, Mr. Reagan opposed House passage of a bill to authorize $11.4 billion in fiscal 
1988 and $11.5 billion in fiscal 1989 for foreign aid programs. He did so, however, on the 
grounds that it did not provide enough money and that it would impair his flexibility in carrying 
out his foreign policy. 

National Defense 
On May 25, 1983, Mr. Reagan's Secretary of the Navy, John Lehman, told the graduating 
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class at the U.S. Naval Academy: "Within weeks many of you will be looking across just 
hundreds of feet of water at some of the most modern technology ever invented in America. 
Unfortunately, it is on Soviet ships." 

It makes little sense for the United States to spend $300 billion on defense and at the 
same time assist its adversary. Mr. Reagan has not reversed that policy of helping Communism -- 
which has continued unabated during both Republican and Democratic administrations -- but he 
has launched a program of military modernization. As a result of this emphasis, the percentage of 
federal outlays devoted to national defense has grown from 23 percent in fiscal 1981 to 28 
percent in fiscal 1987. 

SDI. On March 23, 1983, Mr. Reagan addressed the nation on the subject of peace and 
national security. In that speech, the President asked: "What if free people could live secure in 
the knowledge that their security did not rest upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter a 
Soviet attack, that we could intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they reached 
our own soil or that of our allies?" He answered: "I know this is a formidable, technical task, one 
that may not be accomplished before the end of this century. Yet, current technology has attained 
a level of sophistication where it is reasonable to begin this effort." Thus was launched the 
research program of missile defense, dubbed "star wars" by the press, that later became officially 
known as the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). 

Americans concerned with the threat to freedom posed by the Soviet Union applauded 
Mr. Reagan's initiative. Yet, many of those same Americans seemed not to notice when, on the 
following occasions, Mr. Reagan suggested sharing with the Soviet Union the anti-missile 
technology developed by the United States: 

* March 29, 1983: During an interview in the Oval Office with six reporters, the President 
stated his opinion that, "if a defensive weapon could be found and developed that would reduce 
the utility of these [missiles] or maybe even make them obsolete, then whenever that time came, 
a President of the United States ... could [as one of his options] offer to give that same defensive 
weapon to them [the Soviets] to prove to them that there was no longer any need for keeping 
these missiles." 

* November 21, 1985: After returning from his Geneva summit meeting with Gorbachev, the 
President stated in a nationwide address: "I described our proposal ... for a reciprocal program of 
open laboratories in strategic defense research .... I promised that if our research reveals that a 
defense against nuclear missiles is possible, we would sit down with our allies and the Soviet 
Union to see how, together, we could replace all strategic ballistic missiles with such a defense, 
which threatens no one." 

* October 13, 1986: And, in a nationwide address following his return from his Iceland summit 
meeting with Gorbachev, the President stated: "I offered a proposal that we continue our present 
research and, if and when we reached the stage of testing, we would sign now a treaty that would 
permit Soviet observation of such tests. And if the program was practical, we would eliminate 
our offensive missiles, and then we would share the benefits of advanced defenses." 

On the occasion of the fourth anniversary of the President's historic speech launching 
SDI, Senator Malcolm Wallop (R-WY) addressed a dinner sponsored by the High Frontier 
organization. Wallop used the occasion to blast the Reagan Administration for making SDI a 
research program for developing future technology that may never be deployed, instead of 
proceeding immediately with the deployment of existing technology. 

The Senator cited in his speech examples of "on-the-shelf" technology. He claimed that, 
had the Administration gone ahead with the "boost-phase defensive weapon" that Congress told 
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it to build in 1981 and 1982, "[that weapon] could now, tonight, destroy any missile ever built or 
designed in about a second at distances of up to 3,000 kilometers." 

If SDI were deployed, it presumably would be used as a defensive shield by the Soviet 
Union as well by the United States. But if the SDI research program were to continue without 
any deployment by the United States, then the danger exists that U.S. research on SDI could 
somehow be acquired by the Soviets and deployed only by them. 

In addition to SDI, Mr. Reagan has also supported the B-1 Bomber, the MX missile, and 
other weapons programs. 

Disarmament 

Mr. Reagan opposes a nuclear weapons freeze, but supports reductions in the levels of 
armaments. 

In 1981, Mr. Reagan committed the United States to seeking arms-reductions agreements 
with the Soviet Union and proposed the complete elimination of a whole category of 
intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). In the past, U.S.-Soviet arms agreements had limited 
armaments to specified levels but had not reduced existing stockpiles. In November 1985, Mr. 
Reagan and Gorbachev met in Geneva for their first summit meeting. They agreed to move 
ahead with work on a treaty that would cut offensive nuclear weapons by 50 percent. 

On May 27, 1986, Mr. Reagan announced that the United States would no longer use the 
terms of SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty) II as a basis for U.S. defense policies. 
Nevertheless, for several months Mr. Reagan continued to abide informally by the treaty, as had 
Mr. Carter before him. This adherence led the Reagan Administration to scrap old weapons as 
new ones were deployed. Yet, because the Senate failed to ratify it, SALT II never /egally 
existed. Even if it had, it would have expired at the end of 1985 -- almost five months before Mr. 
Reagan's announcement. 

In October 1986, Mr. Reagan and Gorbachev met in Reykjavik, where Mr. Reagan 
proposed the complete elimination of all U.S. and Soviet ballistic missiles by 1996. In December 
1987, the two met in Washington and signed the INF treaty. The treaty, which still must be 
ratified by the U.S. Senate, eliminates an entire class of nuclear missiles. 

In a nationwide address following the Washington summit meeting, Mr. Reagan pointed 
out that "this treaty represents a landmark in postwar history, because it is not just an arms 
control but an arms reduction agreement." He stated in the same address that he and Gorbachev 
did "some important planning for a Moscow summit next year. We agreed that we must redouble 
our efforts to reach agreements on reducing the levels of U.S. and Soviet long-range or strategic 
nuclear arms, as I have proposed in the START [Strategic Arms Reduction Talks] negotiations." 

In this year's State of the Union address (January 25th), Mr. Reagan reported that "we're 
within reach" of a START agreement. The Moscow summit meeting between Mr. Reagan and 
Gorbachev has since been scheduled for May 29th to June 2nd. 

Soviet Treaty Violations. Mr. Reagan has submitted a series of reports to Congress on 
Soviet noncompliance with arms control agreements (January 1984, February and December 
1985, March 1987, and the 1984 Report on Soviet Noncompliance prepared for Mr. Reagan by 
the independent General Advisory Committee on Arms Control). In his December 23, 1985 
report, Mr. Reagan stated: 

The Administration's most recent studies support its conclusion that there is a pattern of 

Soviet noncompliance. As documented in this and previous reports, the Soviet 

Union has violated its legal obligation under, or political commitment to, the 

SALT I ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement, the SALT II Agreement, the 
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Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, 

the Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, and the Helsinki Final Act. In 

addition, the USSR has likely violated provisions of the Threshold Test Ban 

Treaty. 

Mr. Reagan's Report of December 2, 1987 was submitted just six days before he signed 
the INF treaty with Gorbachev. In it he noted: "The compliance concerns enumerated in this 
Report are not unfamiliar to the Soviet Union. I expressed my personal interest in these issues 
directly to General Secretary Gorbachev during my meetings with him, both in 1985 in Geneva 
and then again in Reykjavik in October 1986 .... Most recently Secretary of State Shultz raised 
U.S. concerns about Soviet noncompliance during his October 1987 visit to Moscow." 
Nevertheless, in a letter accompanying this report to the Speaker of the House and the President 
of the Senate, Mr. Reagan noted: "The Soviet Union to date has not corrected its noncompliance 
activities. Indeed, since the last report, there has been an additional case of Soviet violation of 
the ABM Treaty in the deployment of an ABM radar at Gomel, and other violations are 
continuing." 

Friends and Enemies 

Most Americans applauded their President when he launched his Grenada "rescue 
mission" on October 25, 1983. Coming as it did just two days after the terrorist truck bomb 
attack in Beirut, and less than two months after the Soviet attack on KAL Flight 007, the 
Grenada rescue gave freedom-loving people everywhere something to cheer about. Nevertheless, 
the record shows that this instance of opposition to Communism is out of step with many other 
Reagan Administration policies: 

Afghanistan. The Afghan accords were signed by the Afghan puppet government and 
Pakistan -- and "guaranteed" by the United States and the Soviet Union -- on April 14th of this 
year. The accords call for a phased withdrawal of all "foreign" troops (to be completed by early 
1989) but make no mention of the 10,000 Soviet "advisors" who were already in place in 
Afghanistan prior to the Soviet military invasion. The Soviet Union and the United States have 
agreed not to arm any of the Afghan "factions" and to respect Afghanistan's "neutrality," and 
Pakistan has agreed not to harbor the Afghan freedom fighters. The Afghan freedom fighters 
were not a party to these accords; they were "represented" by Pakistan. 

Communist China. On August 30, 1982, Mr. Reagan determined that "it is in the 
national interest for the Export-Import Bank of the United States to extend a credit and guarantee 
in the aggregate amount of $68,425,000 to the People's Republic of China in connection with its 
purchase of steel making equipment and related services." (Presidential Determination No. 
82-19.) In September 1982, the Reagan Administration reversed previous policy and approved 
the shipment to Red China of a sophisticated computer system used by the U.S. military and 
NASA for highly accurate missile flight simulation. In November 1983, Commerce Department 
officials announced the lifting of restrictions on the export of up to $2 billion worth of high 
technology to Red China. According to the Dallas Morning News (November 23, 1983), "The 
officials said that the move will remove curbs on about 75 percent of China's requests for 
high-technology from the United States." 

The acceleration of technology transfers to the Red Chinese caused a logjam at the 
Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Controls (Cocom). This led the United States to 
obtain allied support to exempt much of the technology trade with Red China from Cocom 
screening. The exemption took effect in December 1985. 

Military Transfers: When he was running for President in 1980, Mr. Reagan told the Los 
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Angeles Times that the Soviets and Red Chinese "were allies, and the only argument that caused 
their split was an argument over how best to destroy us." He also said that he would not entrust 
the Red Chinese with U.S. weapons because "they could turn right around and the day after 
tomorrow discover that they and the Soviets have more in common than they have with us." 
Nevertheless, in June 1981, Secretary of State Alexander Haig announced from Peking that the 
Reagan Administration had agreed in principle to sell military equipment to the Red Chinese. On 
June 12, 1984, Mr. Reagan found that "the furnishing of defense articles and services to the 
Government of China will strengthen the security of the United States and promote world 
peace." (Presidential Determination No. 84-11.) 

In January 1985, the Reagan Administration announced that it had reached a preliminary 
understanding with Red China to sell that Communist government advanced anti-submarine 
equipment. In 1986, the Red Chinese purchased $1 million worth of Mark 46 anti-submarine 
torpedoes. The sale was part of a package deal that included the subsequent training (in 1987) of 
seven Red Chinese "students" at the Naval Training Center's Advanced Undersea Weapons 
School at Orlando, Florida. According to a Pentagon spokesman, this was the first time that 
students from Red China or any other Communist country were enrolled in a U.S. military 
training course. 

In April 1986, the Reagan Administration announced its plans to sell $550 million of 
advanced aircraft navigational and other equipment to the Red Chinese. The package would 
enable a pilot to fly in any kind of weather day or night and included a panel allowing the pilot to 
electronically detect, track and fire at distant airplanes without having to take his eyes off the 
airspace in front of his craft. Congress had 30 days to block the sale but failed to do so, and the 
agreement was signed in November 1986. Two months earlier, Red China had also agreed to pay 
$98 million for the U.S. specifications for a modern 155mm ammunition factory in Red China. 

Although Mr. Reagan has worked to build up the Red Chinese military, he has taken a 
different approach to the Republic of China on Taiwan. On August 17, 1982, the President issued 
a joint communique with Red China. The communique stated that the United States would hold 
future arms sales to the Republic of China below 1979-82 levels and would ultimately halt them. 
It also reaffirmed U.S. recognition of the Red Chinese regime as the "sole legal government of 
China," and acknowledged the Red Chinese position that "there is but one China and Taiwan is 
part of China." 

In light of Mr. Reagan's Red Chinese policies, it should not be surprising that, on the 
return trip from a visit to Red China, he stated at a stopover in Fairbanks, Alaska (May 1, 1984): 

Now, I know there's been much said about my anti-communism. Well, I'm an 

anti-Communist if you talk about communism for the United States. And in some 

Communist regimes, I'm very critical of their violation of human rights and so 

forth. But I have never thought that it was necessary for us to impose our form of 

government on some other country. The Communists don't share that view; they 

do seem to be expansionist. Except that I found that our Chinese leaders I was 

talking with have no expansionist ideas at all. They're resistant to that. 

So, as far as I'm concerned we can live at peace in the world together. If 

they prefer socialism or communism and we prefer the democracy that we have -- 

we may know that ours is best, but -- [laughter] -- we won't say that to them. 

Later in his remarks Mr. Reagan referred to Red China as a "so-called Communist" 
country. 

Lebanon. In August 1982, Mr. Reagan sent U.S. Marines to Lebanon to help oversee the 
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evacuation of thousands of PLO terrorists who had been trapped in West Beirut by the Israeli 
Army. Later in the year, Mr. Reagan again deployed U.S. Marines. On October 27, 1983, 
following the truck bombing of the U.S. Marine headquarters building, Mr. Reagan explained in 
a nationwide address why they were there: "[T]o help bring peace to Lebanon and stability to the 
vital Middle East. To that end, the multinational force was created to help stabilize the situation 
in Lebanon until a government could be established and a Lebanese army mobilized to restore 
Lebanese sovereignty over its own soil as the foreign forces withdrew." That was the official 
objective; the practical effect was the rescue of the terrorist PLO from destruction by the Israeli 
Army. 

Nicaragua. Mr. Reagan stated in a message to Congress on March 14, 1986: 
"Communist rulers do not voluntarily or in a single step relinquish control and open their nations 
to popular rule." Two days later, the President said in a nationwide address: "For our own 
security, the United States must deny the Soviet Union a beachhead in North America." He 
recommended in that speech that the United States give assistance to the Contras in their war 
against the Communist Sandinistas who have subjugated Nicaragua. 

The purpose of this U.S.-assisted effort, however, was not to topple the Sandinista regime 
but to force the Sandinista Communists to accept negotiated "reforms" that would supposedly 
lead to a democratic society. For instance, on August 5, 1986, Mr. Reagan stated: "I must stress 
that neither the democratic resistance [the Contras] nor our administration seeks a purely military 
solution. Instead, the freedom fighters seek leverage to bring the Communists to the table and 
negotiate a political, and democratic, peace." On November 19, 1986, Mr. Reagan was asked 
during a news conference if he would "consider breaking diplomatic relations with Nicaragua to 
increase the pressure on the Sandinista government?" He answered: "No .... The Contras have 
made it plain that all they seek is to be able to put enough pressure on the Sandinista government 
for that government to negotiate with them and the people of Nicaragua for the kind of 
government that they altogether had promised when they were fighting the revolution against the 
Somoza dictatorship." 

Presumably, if the Reagan Administration really did seek the overthrow of the 
Communist regime in Nicaragua, it would withdraw official diplomatic recognition from the 
Sandinistas and give it instead to a Nicaraguan government-in-exile made up of Contra leaders. 
Instead, Mr. Reagan has supported the Contadora process, culminating in the Arias peace plan. 
On October 7, 1987, Mr. Reagan told a meeting of the Organization of American States (OAS) 
that this "historic agreement signed by the five Central American presidents August 7, contains 
many of the elements necessary to bring both lasting peace and enduring democracy to the 
region. The accord calls on all parties to end the fighting and insist on true democracy and 
human rights in Nicaragua, including freedom of the press; freedom of worship; [etc.] ...." It also 
leaves the Sandinista Communists in place. 

Persian Gulf. Mr. Reagan decided in 1987 to provide U.S. Naval escort to U.S.-flagged 
Kuwaiti oil tankers in the Persian Gulf. This decision caused U.S. policy to tilt toward the Iraq 
side of the Iran-Iraq war, Kuwait being an ally of Iraq. It also tilted U.S. policy toward the Soviet 
Union's interests in the region since Iraq is a Soviet client state. Mr. Reagan was correct when he 
explained in a speech on August 26, 1987: "[W]e found a parallel interest with the Soviet Union 
in a political end to the Iran-Iraq war ...." 

Poland. On December 17, 1981, Mr. Reagan stated during a news conference that "it will 
be impossible for us to continue trying to help Poland solve its economic problems while martial 
law is imposed on the people of Poland, thousands are imprisoned, and the legal rights of free 
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trade unions -- previously granted by the Government -- are now denied." In January 1982, when 
the Polish Government failed to repay the $71.3 million that it owed U.S. Banks, Mr. Reagan 
decided to have the Commodity Credit Corporation (part of the U.S. Department of Agriculture), 
which had guaranteed the loans, acquire the debt and pay the $71.3 million without first 
requiring the obligatory declaration of default. 

In December 1984, the Reagan Administration lifted its objections to Polish membership 
in the IMF. 

Romania. On May 20, 1981, Mr. Reagan determined that "it is in the national interest for 
the Export-Import Bank of the United States to extend a credit in the amount of $120,742,500 to 
the Socialist Republic of Romania in connection with its purchase of two nuclear steam turbine 
generators and related services and spare parts." (Presidential Determination No. 81-7.) 

South Africa. It is widely known that Mr. Reagan opposed the South Africa sanctions 
bill (officially known as the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986), which was passed over the President's 
veto in the fall of 1986. It is not so widely known that, more than one year prior to the enactment 
of the sanctions bill, the President unilaterally declared his own sanctions against this 
anti-Communist country. In Executive Order 12532, issued on September 9, 1985, the President 
declared: 

I, Ronald Reagan, President of the United States of America, find that the policies and 

actions of the Government of South Africa constitute an unusual and 

extraordinary threat to the foreign policy and economy of the United States and 

hereby declare a national emergency to deal with that threat. 

The Executive Order banned the importation of Krugerrands and imposed other 
sanctions. The question arises: Why did Mr. Reagan oppose the sanctions bill? The answer: The 
Administration's disagreement with the Congress was not over objectives but over the means of 
achieving them. On December 4, 1986, Secretary of State George Shultz explained: "The 
premises of our policy were reexamined in the domestic debate that preceded the latest round of 
U.S. sanctions. That debate once again made clear that the principles underlying this 
Administration's policy -- many of which are codified in the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 -- are 
shared by all Americans. The recent controversy over sanctions was, thus, over the means, not 
the ends, of our policy." 

On July 22, 1986, Mr. Reagan proposed that the South African government: (1) set a 
timetable for the elimination of its apartheid laws; (2) release all political prisoners; (3) release 
Nelson Mandela and allow him to participate in the political process; (4) lift the ban on "Black 
political movements"; and (5) initiate a dialog with its opponents. In the same speech he claimed: 
"The root cause of South Africa's disorder is apartheid ...." 

The Communist-dominated African National Congress, which seeks the violent 
overthrow of the South African government, has been responsible for much of the disorder. Yet, 
Secretary of State George Shultz met with ANC head Oliver Tambo on January 28, 1987, 
thereby lending credibility to this terrorist organization. 

Soviet Union. In an address before a convention of the National Association of 
Evangelicals on March 8, 1983, Mr. Reagan referred to the Soviet Union as "an evil empire." On 
November 21, 1985, he told a joint session of Congress: "These past 40 years have not been an 
easy time for the West or for the world. You know the facts; there is no need to recite the 
historical record. Suffice it to say that the United States cannot afford illusions about the nature 
of the U.S.S.R. We cannot assume that their ideology and purpose will change." On November 
30, 1987, he said in an address at a Heritage Foundation luncheon that "the Soviets spend 
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billions to maintain or impose Communist rule abroad, from Eastern Europe to Cuba, Cambodia, 
South Yemen, Angola, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, and Afghanistan." 

But Mr. Reagan claimed in an interview with television anchormen three days later that, 
although "leader after leader [of the Soviet Union] has declared his pledge that they would 
observe the Marxian concept of expansionism: that the future lay in a one world, Communist 
State ... we now have [in Gorbachev] a leader that is apparently willing to say -- or has never 
made that claim, but is willing to say that he's prepared to live with other philosophies in other 
countries." Since Mr. Reagan's first summit meeting with that Soviet leader in 1985, there has 
been, in addition to the INF agreement, an expansion of cultural, educational, and scientific 
exchanges between the two countries. And an expansion of trade. 

Trade: Mr. Reagan told the graduating class at Eureka College (Peoria, Illinois) on May 
9, 1982: "East-West trade was expanded in the hope of providing incentives for Soviet restraint, 
but the Soviets exploited the benefits of trade without moderating their behavior." In a letter to 
the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Trade and Economic Council, dated December 6, 1985, Mr. Reagan stated: 
"The United States Government supports the development of non-strategic trade with the Soviet 
Union." 

In a speech on October 3, 1983 to the Heritage Foundation, Ronald Reagan cited as one 
of his achievements: "[W]e have significantly slowed the transfer of valuable free world 
technology to the Soviet Union." Syndicated columnist William Safire commented (Los Angeles 
Herald Examiner, October 10, 1983): "Perhaps the president had in mind the illegal shipments 
of high-tech supplies and computers .... But when it comes to 'the transfer of valuable free world 
technology’ that will strategically benefit the Soviet Union, it was during the Reagan 
administration that the floodgates were opened." Safire claimed: "Not only do we aid the 
Russians militarily, we strengthen them economically and strategically." 

On August 1, 1986, Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyng announced the 
Administration's decision to sell subsidized wheat to the Soviet Union. In response to the 
decision, Mr. Reagan's own Secretary of State, George Shultz, complained: "The Soviet Union 
must be chortling and scratching their heads about a system that says we're going to fix it up so 
that American taxpayers make it possible for a Soviet housewife to buy American-produced food 
at prices lower than an American housewife." 

In January 1987, the Reagan Administration lifted an eight-year ban on the export of 
most U.S. oil-field equipment and technology. On January 19th of this year, the New York Times 
reported that Mr. Reagan "has opened the door to Soviet memberships in the World Bank, the 
International Monetary Fund, and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade." This April, 
Secretary of Commerce William Verity and 500 U.S. businessmen and government officials 
journeyed to Moscow to discuss joint ventures between U.S. and Soviet firms. In these 
arrangements, the Soviets would retain 51 percent ownership. 

Yugoslavia. On July 8, 1981, and again on October 1, 1982, Mr. Reagan made 
Presidential Determinations (Nos. 81-11 and 83-1) with regard to "International Military 
Education and Training for Yugoslavia." Both Determinations stated "that the furnishing of 
assistance to Yugoslavia ... is vital to the security of the United States, that Yugoslavia is not 
controlled by the international Communist conspiracy, and that such assistance will further 
promote the independence of Yugoslavia from international communism." 

Captive Nations Week 

As have other Presidents before him, each year Mr. Reagan has proclaimed the third 

week of July Captive Nations Week. The week is a time to remember the citizens of other 
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nations who live under Communist tyranny. 

On July 21, 1986, Mr. Reagan stated just before signing that year's Captive Nations Week 
proclamation: "... I'm proud that, during these last 5’ years, we've kept faith with the people of 
the captive nations. To be true to ourselves, we must remain true to them. So many who live 
under communism see us as their only hope." 

United Nations 

On September 22, 1983, the U.S. Senate passed an amendment to reduce the level of U.S. 
"contributions" to the United Nations. Specifically, the amendment would restrict payments by 
the United States to the United Nations and its affiliated agencies in calendar year 1984 to no 
more than U.S. payments in calendar year 1980, and would reduce these payments in each of 
calendar years 1985, 1986, and 1987 by an amount equal to 10 percent of these payments in 
calendar year 1980 for an estimated total reduction of $500 million. 

On October 31, 1983, Mr. Reagan wrote to Senator Charles Percy, Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, to express his opposition to this amendment. The 
measure would, according to Mr. Reagan, "drastically reduce U.S. assessed contributions to the 
United Nations and four affiliated international organizations. Moreover, it would place the 
United States in default of its legal obligations in a manner that would jeopardize United States 
voting rights in 'the affected international organizations." 

The President stated in the same letter: "There must be no doubt about this country's 
support for the United Nations .... The United Nations plays a vital role in advancing United 
States foreign policy interests. We must join with other governments who share our views to 
insure that the U.N. and these organizations function with the efficiency and effectiveness 
required by the global challenges they face." 

PLO Office. As passed by the Congress in December 1987, the fiscal 1988 State 
Department authorization bill contained a provision that called for the closure of the New York 
office of the terrorist Palestine Liberation Organization. The office serves as the headquarters of 
the PLO's observer mission to the UN. On March 11, 1988, in order to carry out this mandate, 
U.S. Attorney General Ed Meese formally ordered the PLO's New York office closed by March 
21st. 

The closure of the PLO office, however, did not delight the Reagan Administration. U.S. 
Secretary of State George Shultz criticized Meese's order, but pointed out that, because of the 
law, he had no choice. Shultz described the provision as "a bad piece of legislation ... one of the 
dumber things Congress has done lately." 

On March 22nd, after the PLO had defied the U.S. deadline, the U.S. Justice Department 
filed a lawsuit aimed at forcing the closure of the PLO office. The following day, the UN 
General Assembly, meeting in special session, voted 148 to 2 to condemn the United States for 
this action. Israel was the only country to vote with the United States. 

UN Speeches. The President has on a number of occasions dignified the United Nations 
by addressing its General Assembly. On September 22, 1986, he told the UN General Assembly: 
"The United States remains committed to the United Nations. For over 40 years, this 
organization has provided an international forum for harmonizing conflicting national interests 
and has made a significant contribution in such fields as peacekeeping, humanitarian assistance, 
and eradicating disease." Later in the same speech he added: "[Y]ou have my word for it: my 
country, which has always given the United Nations generous support, will continue to play a 
leading role in the effort to achieve its noble purposes." 

KAL Flight 007 
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On September 5, 1983, Mr. Reagan addressed the nation on "the Korean airline massacre 
-- the attack by the Soviet Union against 269 innocent men, women, and children aboard an 
unarmed Korean passenger plane." The President continued: "This crime against humanity must 
never be forgotten, here or throughout the world." 

In response to the Soviet attack, Mr. Reagan requested permission to send U.S. vessels 
into Soviet waters to search for wreckage and bodies, but the request was not granted. He 
reaffirmed an order that had, since 1981, denied Aeroflot the right to fly to the United States, and 
(three days following his September 5th speech) he ordered Aeroflot to close both of the offices 
it operated in the United States. He encouraged other nations not to accept Aeroflot as a normal 
member of the international civil air community, and he urged the International Civil Aviation 
Organization to investigate the crime. He also asked the U.S. Congress to pass a joint resolution 
condemning the Soviet crime. 

On September 15, 1983, the U.S. Senate completed congressional action on this 
resolution by passing it 95 to zero. Prior to doing so, however, it considered a series of measures, 
offered by Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC), that were intended to give the resolution more clout. 
Ronald Reagan strongly opposed the Helms measures, and the Senate, following the President's 
recommendation, voted to table (kill) every one of them. 

The measures that Mr. Reagan helped to kill would have expressed the sense of Congress 
that the President should: 

(1) "recall the United States Ambassador to the Soviet Union for urgent consultations"; 

(2) "conduct a comprehensive reappraisal of the complete spectrum of United 
States-Soviet relations, including arms control, human rights, East-West trade, and regional 
issues"; 

(3) "report to the Congress on the record of Soviet compliance or non-compliance with 
the letter and spirit of all existing strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) agreements and other 
arms control agreements to which the Soviet Union is a party"; 

(4) "direct the United States negotiators at the strategic arms reduction talks at Geneva to 
link the possible success of such talks with the willingness of the Soviet Union to abide by 
international law as a responsible member of the community of nations, paying specific attention 
to the KAL 7 massacre, Soviet violations of the Helsinki accords, the Soviet invasion and 
subjugation of Afghanistan, the repression of Poland and its free labor movement, and the use of 
chemical and biological weapons in contravention of existing treaties"; 

(5) "re-emphasize the inconsistency of the Soviet military presence in the Western 
Hemisphere with the Monroe Doctrine"; 

(6) "tighten substantially the foreign policy and military controls over the export of 
machine tools, high technology products, and equipment for the development of Soviet oil and 
gas resources"; 

(7) "direct the Secretary of the Treasury to use existing statutory authority to prevent the 
import of any product or material produced in the Soviet Union with the use of forced labor." 

Mr. Reagan also opposed an amendment, offered by Senator Walter Huddleston (D-KY), 
that would have specified: 

(8) "[the United States hereby] declares its intent to reduce substantially the Soviet 
official presence within the United States in order to establish real equivalence with the official 
United States presence in the Soviet Union." 

Unlike Helms, liberal Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) defended the President's 
handling of the tragedy. 
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On November 21, 1985, after Mr. Reagan had returned from his Geneva summit meeting 
with Gorbachev, he stated in a nationwide address: "[W]e have also, together with the 
Government of Japan, concluded a Pacific air safety agreement with the Soviet Union. This is 
designed to set up cooperative measures to improve civil air safety in that region of the Pacific. 
What happened before must never be allowed to happen there again." What had happened there 
before -- the Soviet attack on Flight 007 -- was not specifically referred to by the President in his 
address. 

Genocide Treaty 

President Harry Truman transmitted the Genocide Convention to the Senate in 1949. The 
Senate considered it intermittently between 1950 and 1986, when it finally voted for ratification. 
Ratification of the dangerous treaty took 37 years because of legitimate concerns that it would 
subject Americans charged with genocide to jurisdiction of international law without the 
protection of the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights. In spite of the dangers, the treaty was 
ratified after it received a key endorsement from a surprising source -- Ronald Reagan. 

On September 5, 1984, the Reagan Administration announced its support for the 
Genocide Treaty. The significance of this action did not escape Senator William Proxmire 
(D-WI), who for many years had led the fight in the Senate for ratification. The very next day, 
the Senator told his colleagues: 

[Y ]esterday may have been the biggest day for the ratification of the genocide convention 

in the 35 years that treaty has been pending before the Senate. Yesterday the 

Reagan administration affirmed its support of the treaty... 

The Reagan administration is far and away in the strongest position to give 

the Genocide Treaty the kind of decisive support it needs to win Senate 

ratification. Why is this? Because the Reagan administration is a conservative 

administration. Its conservative credentials can only be challenged by the super 

conservative truly far right .... [I] f this administration concludes the treaty is 

legally as well as morally right, then what credible basis is there for any genuinely 

conservative opposition? 

In the wake of the Reagan endorsement, Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) proposed two 
"understandings" to the treaty: (1) that legislation needed to implement the treaty cannot conflict 
with the U.S. Constitution; and (2) that the United States would not accept the jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice (World Court) in domestic matters, except as determined by the 
United States. In response, Reagan Administration officials from the State and Justice 
Departments argued in hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that the Helms 
understandings were incompatible with the treaty's purpose. 

On September 19, 1984, the Foreign Relations Committee voted the treaty to the Senate 
floor 17-0. Helms voted "present." Then Helms and other conservative senators used procedural 
delaying tactics and the threat of amendments to block a further action during the waning days of 
the 98th Congress. 

In the 99th Congress, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee again held hearings on the 
Genocide Treaty. The Reagan Administration, reversing its earlier position, announced support 
for a reservation by Helms to allow the United States to exempt itself from the World Court 
jurisdiction. Then, on May 21, 1985, the Committee sent the Genocide Treaty to the floor, but 
this time with eight Helms-sponsored devices attached -- two reservations, five understandings 
and a declaration. The devices were intended to protect U.S. interests and were collectively 
known as the "sovereignty package." They did not Carry the same clout as actual amendments to 
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the treaty, however, and were of questionable legal value. According to Senator Steve Symms 
(R-ID), who is not a member of the Foreign Relations Committee, the sovereignty package did 
"nothing to alter the [treaty's] inherent flaws." 

On October 8, 1986, Senator John Kerry (D-MA) and 45 other senators wrote to the 
President urging him to seek ratification of the treaty before the November summit meeting with 
Gorbachev. In their letter, the senators said that they were "concerned with the ... statement by 
[then-Senate] Majority Leader Robert Dole [R-KS] who informed us he would not schedule time 
for consideration of the Genocide Convention by the Senate until he received a letter from you 
[Mr. Reagan] requesting that the Senate take up the Convention." Mr. Reagan wrote Dole on 
October 16th with the request that the Senate act "this year." The Senate did not act by the end of 
the year, but finally ratified the Genocide Treaty on February 19, 1986 by a vote of 83 to 11. 

After the vote, Proxmire boasted that Mr. Reagan's support of the Genocide Treaty "cut 
the ground right out from under the right wing." The Senator was correct. 

Martin Luther King Holiday 

The House passed the Martin Luther King holiday bill on August 2, 1983. Regarding the 
legislation, Mr. Reagan stated in a letter (dated October 3rd) to former New Hampshire governor 
Meldrim Thomson: "... I have the same reservations you have, but here the perception of too 
many people is based on an image, not reality. Indeed, to them the perception is reality." (The 
President was responding to a letter he received from Thomson that characterized the holiday as 
"honoring the memory of a man of immoral character whose frequent associations with leading 
agents of communism is well established.") 

The Senate passed the King holiday bill on October 19, 1983. On that same date, Mr. 
Reagan commented during a nationally televised press conference: "Since they seem bent on 
making it a national holiday, I believe that symbolism of that day is important enough that I 
would -- I'll sign that legislation when it reaches my desk." He signed it on November 2nd. 

Fourteen months later, on the occasion of King's birthday (January 15, 1985), the 
President stated: 

Martin Luther King knew that America's democracy was imperfect, but he also knew that 

America's conscience was a powerful force for reform. His unique combination of 

moral leadership and practical political wisdom enlisted America's conscience on 

the side of peaceful change. 

The memory of Martin Luther King is engraved in the hearts and minds of 
his fellow Americans. It is appropriate that we remember him today and that we 
remember and honor the values for which he stood. 
Trilateral Commission, CFR 

While on the campaign trail in 1980, Mr. Reagan criticized President Carter for having in 
his administration 19 present or former members of the Trilateral Commission. According to 
Edwin Meese, then Mr. Reagan's issues advisor, "all of these people come out of an international 
economic-industrial organization with a [consistent] pattern of thinking on world affairs." 

The influence of the Trilateral Commission, an elitist organization with only about 100 
members in North America, has not been as prevalent in the Reagan Administration as it was in 
the Carter Administration, but it has been there nonetheless. The Commission's membership 
roster as of February 15, 1987 lists as "Former Members in Public Service": Special Counsellor 
to the President David M. Abshire; Secretary of Labor William Brock; Vice President George 
Bush; Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs Frank C. Carlucci (now Secretary 
of Defense); U.S. Ambassador to the People's Republic of China Winston Lord; Federal Reserve 
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Board Chairman Paul A. Volcker (replaced by Trilateral Commission member Alan Greenspan); 
Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger; and U.S. Deputy Secretary of State John C. 
Whitehead. 

The Reagan Administration also has in top positions many members of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, another elitist organization with an internationalist slant. According to the 
CFR's annual report for 1987, 318 (13 percent) of its 2,440 members are U.S. government 
officials. CFR members presently in the Reagan Administration include Federal Reserve Board 
Chairman Alan Greenspan, Secretary of State George Shultz, and CIA Director William 
Webster. 


Had Mr. Reagan run on a platform of raising taxes, he probably would not have been elected. 
In 1984, Mr. Mondale learned the hard way the difficulty of such an approach. Had Mr. Reagan 
promised to support Communist nations while undermining our anti-Communist friends, and to 
continue foreign aid giveaways during a period of fiscal crisis, many voters would have rejected 
his candidacy. 

Even if Mr. Reagan had been elected on such a platform, he would have had an 
exceedingly difficult time implementing his agenda. Because Mr. Reagan was perceived as a 
"conservative anti-Communist," he was able to achieve success in areas where a liberal 
Democrat -- a Jesse Jackson for example -- might have failed. The military build-up of Red 
China and the Senate ratification of the Genocide Treaty come to mind. 

On the other hand, there is the Ronald Reagan who many wish were President -- the 
Reagan whose rhetoric has inspired millions with a deeper patriotic pride. Because of that 
Reagan, many who previously considered themselves "moderate" or even "liberal" now consider 
themselves "conservative." The problem is that, without sufficient understanding, patriotism can 
be misdirected. 

The buck does not stop with the President or with the Congress but with the voters who 
elected the President and the Congress. One of the lessons in Mr. Reagan's presidential career is 
that we must pay close attention to what a politician does as well as what he says. We must keep 
abreast of the issues of the day and evaluate them on the basis of unchanging principles. If we do 
not, we will be fooled again and again and again. 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC 

Confronting Debts and Deficits 
Debts and Deficits, Hans F. Sennholz, PhD, Libertarian Press, Inc. Spring Mills, PA, 189 pages 
($7.95). 


The Republicans don't want to talk about it. The Democrats blame it on Reaganomics and 
on "unfair tax cuts" for "the rich." Their solution to the deficit problem is "bold new leadership." 
By now, most Americans realize that this is a euphemism for higher taxes and increased Federal 
spending. Either way, it appears that the taxpayer is going to lose again in 1988. 

Before we surrender, and drift into total despair, Hans Sennholz's new book is worth a 
careful reading. Dr. Hans Sennholz is an Austrian economist who heads the Economics 
Department at Grove City College. Armed with keen understanding of free-market economic 
theory and a wealth of statistics, Sennholz tackles the deficit problem the way the gutless 
politicians in Washington should, but won't. 

Sennholz begins his excellent book with a frank discussion on the politics of deficit 
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spending. In a nutshell, politicians engage in deficit spending because it is a hidden and indirect 
form of taxation. Deficit spending enables these "statesmen" to keep taxes artificially low, while 
keeping spending artificially high. Through the miracle of red ink, politicians reap political glory 
and buy votes with the taxpayers' own money. 

Sennholz uses a classic example to illustrate his point. In 1972, as the November election 
approached, President Richard Nixon wanted to imitate the domestic success of LBJ with a 
well-timed increase in Social Security benefits. Pandering to elderly voters, Nixon made a 
well-publicized proposal to increase Social Security benefits by five percent. "Not to be 
outdone," writes Dr. Sennholz, "the Democratic opposition demanded a 10 percent boost." Nixon 
countered with a typically Republican fiscally responsible veto threat. In an effort to embarrass 
the President, Congress approved a 20 percent hike. Not to be politically out-maneuvered, 
Nixon, instead of vetoing this stunning increase, signed it into law. Then, when the first checks 
went out, the President included a note informing all recipients that they had Richard M. Nixon 
to thank. This, of course, is ridiculous. Neither the President, nor Congress, nor the Federal 
government has any money of their own to bestow upon recipients. All dollars paid out by Uncle 
Sam must first be taken or borrowed from American taxpayers. 

Sennholz reports that on a typical day -- through the food stamp program, the child 
nutrition program, elderly nutrition programs, and commodity distribution programs -- the 
Federal government subsidizes 95 million meals! There are currently 90 million Americans who 
depend on Federal dollars for support. Medicare and Medicaid pay the medical costs of 50 
million disabled and needy Americans. There are 3.4 million Americans who receive housing 
assistance, and another 6.9 million students who receive Federal tuition assistance. Added to this 
list are aid for farmers, foreign aid, unemployment aid, veterans benefits and railroad retirement 
programs. 

Sennholz argues that, thanks to special interest politics, the Federal government has 
degenerated into a spending machine run for the benefit of politicians and their politically 
activist constituents. Thanks to deficit spending and fiscal irresponsibility, we have become a 
nation dependent on handouts from the politicians in Washington. 

As if spending on these programs were not bad enough, Sennholz then moves into a 
fascinating discussion of the booming "Underground Government." It seems that, since the 
mid-1970s, Washington has discovered that the official budget is too confining. Their method of 
eliminating taxpayer resistance and legal restraints was to create hundreds of quasi-public 
independent corporations. When the Federal government creates an independent corporation, it is 
free of voter approval and its losses are deleted from all government budget and official 
statistical reports. These independent corporations are run by political appointees and are 
operated entirely "off-budget." Examples include the Export-Import Bank, the Postal Service, the 
U.S. Railway Association, and the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. In 1985, total off-budget outlays 
were $12.5 billion. 

Dr. Sennholz rejects two of the best known panaceas that have been making the rounds in 
Conservative circles in recent years. He compares the balanced budget amendment to the 
Eighteenth Amendment, which attempted to prohibit the use of alcohol. Sennholz argues that 
prohibition failed because "it did not change human nature: instead it led to abuses and evils far 
greater than the amendment was supposed to correct." The problem is "political spending," not 
the lack of a balanced budget amendment. Until that is cured -- i.e., until voters have the 
spendaholics shipped away to a fiscal detox center -- any attempts to tinker with the Constitution 
will be in vain. 
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The second bogus solution is President Reagan's favorite, the "line item veto." Sennholz 
rejects the line item veto because it would "create more presidential power and alter the structure 
of government." His alternative is to restore the Federal government to Constitutional and 
historical levels. Sennholz reminds us that big Federal Government with mega-spending and 
deficits is a 20th century aberration. 

Dr. Sennholz's deficit book is a fascinating look at the deficit problem. But, at the same 
time, it is frustrating and frightening. After eight years of Reagan's "slash the growth of the 
Federal Government" rhetoric and "anti-deficit" talk, it is difficult to get too excited about the 
problem. At this point, no one seems to be capable of even confronting the problem. And worse, 
there is no economic savior in sight. George Bush shows absolutely no understanding even of the 
rhetoric of limited government and free market economics. On the Democratic side, we have an 
economic horror story of global proportions in the form of Dukakis and/or Jackson. More than 
ever before, Americans need to read and be informed about the deficit problem. A wide 
distribution of Dr. Sennholz's book is part of the answer. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


CLASSICS REVISITED 
While Washington Burns... 


Did Ronald Reagan learn to play the fiddle from Nero? 


The Twelve Caesars 
By Suetonius (translated by Robert Graves), Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, Middlesex, 
England, 309 pages. 


The Founding Fathers -- especially Jefferson and Madison -- understood the danger of 
State power concentrated in the hands of a few. The Founders knew the corrupting influence of 
State power because they were steeped in the classics. 

For example, the letters of Thomas Jefferson are laced with an astonishing array of 
quotes from Tacitus, Livy, Plutarch, and Homer. Jefferson's extensive reading had made them a 
living part of his personality. 

In sharp contrast, today, most Americans know very little about Ancient Greece and 
Rome. Our public education system -- under the treacherous influence of the doctrines of 
progressive education -- focuses on the here and now. History -- especially ancient history -- is 
considered to be irrelevant to the experiences of modern man. Nothing could be farther from the 
truth! In these dark days of the seemingly unrestricted growth of the collectivist state, the classics 
are more relevant than ever before. 

Among the works that have come down to us from antiquity, perhaps the most enjoyable, 
the most shocking, and the most astonishing is The Twelve Caesars by Suetonius. Historians 
tend to dismiss Suetonius because he laces his chapter-length biographies of the twelve Caesars 
(from Julius Caesar to Domitian) with shocking personal anecdotes and juicy tidbits of gossip. 
This alleged weakness makes Suetonius perfect introductory reading for the modern a-classical 
reader. 

Suetonius was in a perfect position to get all of the inside dirt on the lives of the Caesars. 
From 119-121 AD Suetonius served as the Emperor Hadrian's private secretary. In this position 
he must have heard all of the imperial court legends, and he must have had access to the official 
imperial archives. Ironically, Suetonius -- the king of the classical gossip mongers -- lost his 
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choice position because he was involved in indiscretions with Hadrian's wife. 

The Twelve Caesars opens with the rise of power of Julius Caesar (100-44 BC). 
Suetonius tells us that, during various exploits as a young man, Caesar was captured by a band of 
pirates and held for ransom. When the scheme was crushed, and Caesar was rescued, he proved 
that "he was not vindictive." He had the pirates crucified. But, before the suffering progressed 
too far, the virtuous Caesar "mercifully cut their throats." 

Following Plato's formula, the Roman Republic became more democratic and 
degenerated into a period of civil war and social anarchy. To "save the nation," Julius Caesar 
became a dictator. Soon after, he was assassinated in the infamous conspiracy led by Brutus and 
Cassius. Suetonius reports that the fatally wounded Caesar really said to Brutus, "You, too, my 
son?" 

Caesar Augustus succeeded Julius Caesar and was the Roman Emperor when Christ was 
born. Augustus is perhaps the greatest administrator the world has ever known. When we think 
of Ancient Rome, (Roman law, Roman roads, Roman legions), it is the Rome created by Caesar 
Augustus. Despite Augustus' strong points, Imperial Rome was a bastion of political corruption 
and murder. Power-hungry members of Augustus' family and of the inner aristocratic circle were 
murdered (by each other) in one brutal and shocking scheme after another. This was the pattern 
of all Roman history. Of the 12 Caesars, only three -- Augustus, Vespasian, and Titus -- died 
natural deaths. The rest were assassinated, except Nero, who committed suicide after being 
proclaimed a public enemy by the Senate. In a society where free elections were not held, and 
political power was concentrated in the hands of only one man, murder and intrigue were the 
only means for the power-crazed to achieve their ends. 

The worst of the 12 Caesars were Caligula, Nero, and Domitian. These three were guilty 
of committing almost every known vice from incest to murder to homosexuality to arson. 
Suetonius spares no details when he reports on the abominations of the Caesars. Nero murdered 
his own mother, and kicked his pregnant wife Poppaea to death. He then married a boy named 
Sporus because he "resembled his late wife." Suetonius reports the remark of one wit that "the 
world would have been a happier place had Nero's father married that sort of wife." 

Caligula was a madman, whose infamous three-year, ten-month reign mercifully ended 
with his assassination. Like Hitler, Caligula honed his public speaking skills by "practicing 
fearful grimaces in front of a mirror" to terrify the people. During his reign of terror, Caligula 
had many of Rome's leading citizens killed at his slightest whim. He made his favorite horse a 
Senator, opened a house of prostitution to raise revenues, and -- by staging violent "games," 
mock naval battles, and spectacles pitting men against animals -- squandered the huge treasury 
Tiberius had built up. 

Caligula was not the only emperor to resort to bizarre methods of raising revenues for the 
State. Vespasian placed a tax on all public urinals in Rome. After Augustus, all of the Caesars 
sold offices, debased the coinage, taxed property, seized inheritances, and regulated commerce in 
an effort to support their excessive spending habits. 

Like President Reagan, early in his reign, Nero was a Supply-Sider. Nero actually 
proposed the abolition of all indirect taxes and custom duties collected in the empire's frontiers 
and ports. His tax-cutting scheme was defeated in the Senate through the influence of 
tax-gathering corporations. Later, after he had squandered the treasury, Nero "resorted to robbery 
and blackmail" of the aristocratic families of Rome to generate revenues. Today, Jesse Jackson 
would call this "soaking-the-rich." 

It is also interesting to see how the Caesars used the treasury to stay in power. They 
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regularly gave the military -- particularly the Praetorian Guard -- hefty bonuses to maintain their 
loyalty. Caligula threw handfuls of gold and silver into the crowds in an effort to buy their 
support. Today's politicians have coined the phrase "Social Welfare" to describe this same tactic. 

It is also interesting to learn that urban renewal was not the creation of the Johnson 
Administration. On July 18th, 64 AD, fire broke out in Rome's Circus Maximus. It burned for 
nine days. Thousands were killed. Suetonius accused Nero of starting, and renewing, the fire 
because he wanted to rebuild Rome. Nero had spoken many times about his profound dislike for 
the way Rome had evolved "so haphazardly." The emperor dreamed of a scientifically designed 
city like Alexandria or Antioch. He wanted to rename the city Neropolis! 

King Solomon observed that "there is no new thing under the sun." Reading Suetonius, 
we know that Solomon was correct. Politics and politicians down through the ages remain the 
same. Behind every blow-dried American political demagogue, there is a latent Nero. Our only 
defense from these latent Caesars is to maintain a strong Republic under the Constitution. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


THE LAW 
Discriminating Against Motherhood 


In 1948, the personal income tax exemption was set at $600, which removed most 
families with three or more children from any significant income tax liability. That $600 
exemption equalled 42 percent of the average per capita income, which was then $1,434. 
Inflation, however, has eroded the value of that exemption. As Robert Rector, policy analyst at 
the Heritage Foundation, stated recently, between 1960 and 1984 the average effective tax rate 
for single persons and for married couples with no children did not increase at all; for married 
couples with two children it rose 43 percent and for married couples with four children it rose 
233 percent. 

"To have the same value relative to income it held in 1984," according to Rector, "today's 
personal exemption would have to be raised to $6,468." The exemption was increased by the 
1986 Tax Reform Act so that it will be $2,000 by 1989. That increase is still inadequate in light 
of other features of the Act, such as its elimination of the deduction for state sales taxes, which 
adversely affect middle class families. 

Another anti-family feature of the federal income tax system is the child care credit, 
which was left unchanged by the 1986 Act. This credit can be claimed for child care expenses 
(including payments to a relative) when both spouses are gainfully employed; it is not available 
to families in which the mother chooses to stay at home to care for her own children. As the 
White House Working Group on the Family recently noted: 

Most mothers of children under the age of 18 do not work full-time outside the home; in 

fact, only 41 percent do. Of married mothers with children under six, only 33 

percent work full time for any period during the calendar year and only 23 percent 

work full time year around. Unlike Sweden, for example, the mothers of America 

have managed to avoid becoming just so many more cogs in the wheels of 

commerce. 

Some polls show that close to half of the working women with young 

children would prefer to remain at home with their youngsters but feel they 

cannot afford to do so. A recent survey revealed that over 70 percent of women 

working full time would prefer to have a part time job or to share employment 

even though their income would he reduced. 
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The present child care tax policy forces more than half the families in America to pay 
higher taxes because one spouse in those families chooses not to work outside the home. Their 
higher taxes subsidize two-income families who park their children with paid custodians. 
"Eighty-three percent of children under five in day-care," noted Robert Rector, "are from 
two-parent/two-income families. The median income for such families in the U.S. is $38,346. 
The median income of a traditional two-parent family with one eamer ... is $25,803." 

Unfortunately, the hottest item in the child-care field is Senator Christopher Dodd's 
(D-CT) proposed Act for Better Child Care Service (Senate Bill 1885; H. Res. 3660), 
co-sponsored by Representative Dale Kildee (D-MI). This bill calls for federally financed and 
regulated child care, to be administered by a new bureaucracy in the Department of Health and 
Human Services, at a start-up cost of $2.5 billion a year with future costs undetermined. The 
Dodd bill would provide child care certificates to eligible mothers, to be used as vouchers to pay 
for child care at approved institutions. To be eligible, the mother must be employed and may not 
be a full-time homemaker. The child care facility must be government-licensed, which would 
require compliance with federal, state and local regulations; the staff of the facility would have to 
fulfill government training and qualification requirements. 

Section 19 of the Dodd bill prohibits use of federal funds "for sectarian purposes or 
activities,” defined as: 

(A) any program or activity that has the purpose or effect of advancing or promoting a 
particular religion or religion generally; or 

(B) with respect to child care service performed on the premises of a pervasively 
sectarian institution -- 

(1) any such services performed in any classroom or other immediate space in which child 
care is provided unless all religious symbols and artifacts are covered or have been removed 
from such classroom or space; or 

(11) any such services performed by persons who are otherwise employed as teachers or 
teachers' aides in a sectarian school of such an institution which provides full-time education 
services. 

This restriction would preclude participation by any child care center having any 
significant religious character and would ensure that the children would be exposed only to an 
agnostic or atheistic atmosphere. In truth, this would be merely a further manifestation of the 
current establishment of secularism as our national creed. This is perhaps the most odious, but 
not the only, defect in the Dodd bill. 

As Phyllis Schlafly aptly noted, the Dodd bill is unjustly "discriminatory against mothers 
who care for their own children ... against families who choose alternate child care by relatives, 
friends or neighbors without regard to whether they are government licensed ... and against 
families who choose religiously-affiliated day care." 

A just and prudent policy in this area would repeal the current discrimination against 
mothers who choose to stay at home to care for their children. An effective replacement would 
be a tax credit for all mothers of small children, which they could use to pay for child care or to 
enable themselves to stay home. 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


STRICTLY BUSINESS Beware the 
Taxpayer's Bill Of Rights 


"The IRS operates a near totalitarian system ... and has become one of the most fearsome 
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Federal agencies." 
-- Senator David H. Pryor (D-AR) 


The IRS couldn't function without almost total "voluntary" compliance from American 
taxpayers. To maximize revenues and "voluntary" compliance, the IRS has increasingly resorted 
to intimidation. For example, on April 14th, one of New York City's highest profile 
multi-millionaire couples -- Harry and Leona Helmsley -- were charged with tax evasion. The 
Helmsleys were indicted on 235 counts of conspiring to defraud the State of New York and the 
Federal Government. The not-so-subtle message of this well-timed terror tactic was, "We got the 
Helmsleys, and you could be next!" 

Under IRS justice, contrary to common law tradition, the taxpayer is guilty until proven 
innocent. Under current procedures, if a taxpayer disagrees with the IRS's omniscient 
assessments and wants to challenge them in Tax Court, he must first pay all disputed taxes and 
penalties and then sue for a refund. 

As if this were not bad enough, in recent years, IRS agents have become extremely 
aggressive in garnishing wages and seizing bank accounts and other forms of taxpayer property. 
In one celebrated case, the IRS seized the bank account of Shirley Lojeski of Pipersville, 
Pennsylvania. Ms. Lojeski did not owe the IRS any back taxes, and she had not committed any 
crime. The IRS seized her bank account because the agent in charge suspected that her boyfriend 
had funneled money into her account. The IRS claimed that Lojeski's man owed Uncle Sam 
$247,000. Eventually, he was able to prove that he actually owed only a small fraction of this 
amount. Despite this, it took four months for Ms. Lojeski to get her money back from the IRS, 
and it cost her $30,000 in legal fees to do it. 

Each year, the IRS collects in taxes nearly 20 percent of the total GNP from over 120 
million Americans. It conducts 1.3 million seizures and special levies. The National Taxpayers 
Union estimates, conservatively, that about five percent of the taxpayers involved in these cases 
have their rights trampled on by overzealous IRS agents. In other words, there are at least 65,000 
horror stories like Ms. Lojeski's committed by the IRS each year. 

In another admittedly unscientific measure of the problem, Senator Alfonse D'Amato 
(R-NY) reported last November that a passing reference in a flyer to the Senator's interest in IRS 
abuses produced an amazing 11,500 constituent letters reporting on IRS abuses. 

By any standard, the IRS bureaucracy is clearly out of control. Moreover, it appears that 
last year's much touted "tax reform" has made the situation worse. Thanks to efforts of the tax 
reformers of '86, in the area of collections, the IRS now enjoys -- and uses -- Gestapo-like 
powers. According to Gerald Portney, a tax expert with the international accounting firm of Peat 
Marwick, the "deficit reduction" provisions included in the tax reform act have given the IRS "a 
nuclear arsenal of penalties" to use against taxpayers. These additional penalties and powers 
were included in the tax reform act by "revenue enhancer" Republicans like Bob Dole and 
Robert Packwood. 

David H. Pryor (D-AR), Chairman of the Senate subcommittee on IRS oversight, is chief 
sponsor of a bill that he believes will help curb IRS power abuses. Dubbed the "Taxpayers' Bill 
of Rights," Pryor's bill has more than 20 sections. Some of the ideas contained in this bill appear 
to be solid. One provision would extend from 10 to 30 days the period of notice the IRS must 
give before seizing taxpayer property. The bill also permits taxpayers to sue the agency for 
damages, as well as for the repayment of legal and accounting fees for victims of unreasonable 
IRS action. 

Pryor's Bill of Rights would also bar the use of collection figures as a basis for the 
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agency's employee evaluations. Despite an official written IRS policy prohibiting the use of 
enforcement statistics when rating managers and employees, Pryor's subcommittee heard many 
accounts of "bounty hunting" for promotions by overzealous IRS agents. 

Shrouded in Red Tape 

One of several negative aspects of the Pryor reform is that it would create a whole new 
level of bureaucrats that would be charged with monitoring the IRS bureaucracy. Among other 
things, the Taxpayer Bill of Rights would establish the position of Assistant Commissioner for 
Taxpayer Services, an Inspector General's office, and an IRS Taxpayer Ombudsman. All of these 
would allegedly lead the fight for taxpayer rights. Of course, these new chiefs would require full 
staffs with hefty budgets to perform their public duties. 

Worst of all, Pryor's Bill of Rights would help cover up and candy-coat the 
unconstitutional abuses of power that the IRS commits. Perhaps if enough Americans are victims 
of the full and direct impact of IRS power, they will wake up and demand true reform (such as 
abolition) of the unjust and unconstitutional IRS. A new Bill of Rights merely serves as a 
bureaucratic mechanism to legitimize this vicious anti-American tool of the social welfare State. 

The Taxpayers' Bill of Rights currently has 68 sponsors in the Senate, and 185 in the 
House. According to Senator Pryor, many more in Congress also support the bill. Last summer, 
Pryor admitted that many others in Congress wanted to publicly support the Bill of Rights, but 
feared being "flagged" for an IRS audit. 

A new Bill of Rights is not needed. If Senator Pryor and the co-sponsors of his bill are 
truly concerned about taxpayer rights, they should lead the fight for the enforcement of the old 
Bill of Rights. The 4th Amendment guarantees "the right of the people to be secure ... against 
unreasonable ... seizures." This certainly includes seizures by the Internal Revenue Service. The 
5th Amendment also applies. It states that citizens shall not be "deprived of life, liberty or 
property, without due process of law ...." 

The point is, why add another complex piece of tax legislation when what is really 
needed is to put the Internal Revenue Service under the thumb of current law? 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


NEWSLETTER LINE 


This review of major financial newsletters is not intended by THE NEW AMERICAN as 
personal financial advice. 

Mike Ketcher notes in the April issue of Predictions: "AIDS will remain a leading killer 
but will not spread rapidly to heterosexuals in the U.S., as it apparently has in Africa." He does 
not believe Aids will reach the proportions of a major historical plague, wiping out a substantial 
percentage of the population. (Suite 1200, 7910 Woodmont Avenue, Bethesda MD 20814, $78) 

Mark Skousen observes in the April issue of Forecasts & Strategies that there will be 
no recession until late this year or 1989. The default of First Republic Bank of Dallas, which 
could cost taxpayers $5 billion before it's all over, is an indication of the precarious condition of 
our banking system. (7811 Montrose Road, Potomac MD 20854, $135) 

James Blanchard in the April issue of Gold Newsletter quotes Martin A. Armstrong, 
Chairman, Princeton Economics International, Ltd., as believing we will not have a deflationary 
depression like 1929 this time but we will experience a major wave of hyperinflation in the 
1990s. He also thinks the real bull market in gold will come during the 1990s. Gold could drop to 
below $400 by May, he says. (2400 Jefferson Highway, Suite 600, Jefferson LA 70121, $95) 

Richard Hoskins says in the April 4th issue of Portfolios Investment Advisory that the 
October crash is a repeat, with modifications, of the stock market break of 1929. If he is right, 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


further downside projections are warranted after most stocks have completed their 50 percent 
retracement. (Box 997, Lynchburg VA 24505, $150) 

James McKeever states in the April 4th issue of the McKeever Strategy Letter: "We 
look for the weakness that the stock market has shown in the last several sessions to remain and 
to become worse. We are not looking for a major downward move just yet," he says. His sell 
signal for investment gold and the gold mining shares still holds. Silver may be bought between 
$6 and $7 with a view to hold it for at least three years, he believes. (Box 4130, Medford OR 
97501, $195) 

Ron Paul reports in the April 15th issue of the Ron Paul Investment Letter that Fed 
Chairman, Alan Greenspan, will do whatever is necessary to keep interest rates and 
unemployment down to help elect his fellow Trilateral Commission member George Bush. 
"Watch for a boom from July through November, if it's needed to keep rates low. And expect the 
Fed to lower the discount rate once or twice before the election in November." (1120 NASA 
Boulevard, Suite 104, Houston TX 77058, $200) 

Donald Hoppe says in the April issue of the Kondratieff Wave Analyst: "I'm still 
basically negative on the metals and the mining shares. As I said, the imminent threat is that we 
are about to begin a major decline in stock prices -- the liquidation phase. And this could be 
followed or accompanied by equally sharp declines in commodity prices and real estate." He also 
thinks the banking system is in worse shape now than it was in 1930 when it last collapsed. (Box 
977, Crystal Lake IL 60014, $125) 

American Institute for Economic Research states in the April issue of Research 
Reports: "The cruel irony of the minimum wage is that it harms most the very segments of our 
society that it is intended to help, the unskilled poor and the inexperienced young." They become 
unemployed. "The evidence to support this is overwhelming, and it is the black community that 
is the hardest hit." (Great Barrington MA 01230, $48) 

Howard Ruff says in the Ruff Times that stocks are in "a primary bear market, and the 
rally, even though it fell short of our targets, is probably over." He also says gold could touch 
$460 and silver $6.80, but expect much lower prices before a strong new bull is born. (Box 25, 
Pleasanton CA 94566, $89) 

Hans Black in the April 4th issue of Interinvest Review And Outlook urges readers to 
"use rallies in the bond market to move out of long bond positions. In our opinion, the highs for 
the year have been seen and lower prices lie ahead." (Box 1585, Boston MA 02104, $125) 

Richard Russell notes in the April 6th issue of Dow Theory Letters: "For the foreseeable 
future, sad to say, Wall Street will be in the grip of the bear. And since disbelief in the bear is so 
prevalent and so strong today, I'd say that this bear market is going to be around for quite some 
time." (Box 1759, La Jolla CA 92038, $225) 

William Jaeger states in the April 6th "Special Report" issue of Timing: "Barring a 
deflationary collapse of the economy, 1988 should provide the best opportunity to purchase 
precious metals since the sixties and seventies. And, based on our analysis, the first half of this 
year should provide major price lows .... By next year at this time they should be in solid 
uptrends." (3320 East Shea Boulevard #135, Phoenix AZ 85028, $220) 

R.W. Bradford reports in the April 7th issue of Analysis & Outlook: "The investment 
environment has changed. Even though the evidence from the CPI is still spotty, we have entered 
a new inflationary period. As the inflation intensifies, all metals will rise substantially in prices. 
Because silver has been ignored by so many investors, its price has not yet been influenced and 
there is an excellent chance that silver will out perform gold during the next few years. At 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


present, silver is cheap," he says. He especially likes 90 percent silver U.S. coins because prices 
are now so low. He thinks it's the best way to invest in silver. (Box 1167, Port Townsend WA 
98368, $36) 

Dennis Paulaha states in the April issue of Financial Forecaster: "The U.S. economy -- 
and your financial future -- are at greater risk than at any time in history. Now that American 
workers must compete with workers in other countries, American living standards are being 
dragged down to the levels of foreign workers." (700 Interchange North, Minneapolis MN 
55426, $78) 

Spencer Arnold observes in the April issue of Monetary And Economic Review that the 
seriousness of the current banking crisis will force the Fed to rapidly expand money and credit to 
head off what appears to be a disaster in the making. It's time to consider moving some of your 
funds into the precious metals. "When the party turns to panic, precious metals will perform," he 
says. (3500 JFK Parkway, Ft. Collins CO 80525, $150) 

-- W.A. "JOHN" JOHNSON 


PROFILE 
Senator Jim Sasser 


Senator James Sasser (D-TN) is seeking re-election to a third term this year. The Senator 
is oftentimes portrayed by political analysts as a "moderate" or even a "conservative." In fact, 
one political reference book found in many libraries claims that "[s]aving the government's 
money is Sasser's preoccupation ..." and that he is "a moderate" whose "public crusade is fiscal 
conservatism." Nevertheless, Sasser's actual voting record clashes with that assessment. 

James Ralph Sasser was born in Memphis on September 30, 1936. He attended the 
University of Tennessee and received his BA and JD degrees (1958 and 1961, respectively) from 
Vanderbilt University. He was Chairman of Tennessee's Democratic Party from 1973 to 1976 
and was elected to the U.S. Senate in 1976 with 53 percent of the vote. In 1982, he received 62 
percent of the vote to secure a second term. The Senator presently sits on five committees: 
Appropriations; Budget; Government Affairs; Small Business; and Banking, Housing and Urban 
Affairs. 

Life and Death. On at least five occasions during his first term (June 29, 1977; August 4, 
1977; November 29, 1977; September 27, 1978; and November 6, 1979), Sasser opposed 
attempts to limit federal funding of abortions to cases where the mother's life would be 
endangered by a full-term pregnancy. During his second term, Sasser's votes on abortion 
included: 

June 28, 1983: Voted against a proposed Constitutional Amendment to overturn the 
Supreme Court's Roe v. Wade decision, which "legalized" abortion-on-demand. 

October 24, 1985: Voted to table (kill) an amendment to preclude the federal prison 
system from performing abortions on pregnant inmates, except to save the mother's life. 

November 7, 1985: Voted to table an amendment to ban the District of Columbia from 
using federal or District funds to pay for abortions, except to save the mother's life. 

In contrast to his record on tax-financed abortions, Sasser has voted against attempts to 
strengthen the death penalty provision of federal law in order to deal more justly with those who 
perpetrate murders and other heinous crimes. On January 25, 1978, for instance, he voted to table 
an amendment to expand the list of crimes for which the death penalty could be imposed under a 
revised criminal code to include murder, treason, and kidnapping. And, on February 22, 1984, he 
voted against a bill (which the Senate approved by nearly a two-to-one margin) to reinstitute the 
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death penalty for certain federal crimes, including the assassination (or attempted assassination) 
of a president, treason, and espionage. 

Balanced Budgets. During his first term, Sasser time and again opposed attempts to 
achieve balanced federal budgets. For instance, he voted against proposals calling for balanced 
budgets on April 25, 1978; August 17, 1978; March 26, 1979; May 6, 1980; November 18, 1980; 
and May 11, 1981. However, he switched gears on August 4, 1982 by voting for a proposed 
Constitutional Amendment to balance federal budgets unless a three-fifths majority of Congress 
agreed to deficit spending. And he voted for a similar measure on March 25, 1986. 

Tax and Tax. On more occasions than he might want his constituents to recall, Sasser 
has voted to either increase taxes or preclude tax reductions: 

Tax Increase Reduction: On May 20, 1982, the Senate considered an amendment to cut 
planned tax increases in fiscal years 1983-85 from $107.2 billion to $6 billion and to compensate 
for the lost revenue with cuts in non-defense spending. It was an important test of the Senate's 
resolve to reduce federal deficits by cutting spending rather than by raising taxes. Sasser flunked 
the test by voting against the amendment. 

Tax Cut Elimination: Also on May 20, 1982, the Senate considered (and rejected by more 
than two-to-one) an amendment to increase taxes $76.3 billion in fiscal years 1983-85 by 
repealing the 10-percent individual income tax reduction scheduled to take effect in July 1983. 
Sasser voted with the minority to abolish the tax cut. And on June 29, 1983, he voted to limit that 
tax cut to no more than $720 for a couple filing jointly. 

Tax Cap: On October 27, 1987, Sasser voted against an amendment expressing the sense 
of the Senate "that the American taxpayer is already overburdened and that ... Federal tax rates 
should not be increased in any manner whatsoever, whether direct or indirect, and no new taxes 
should be created." 

Tax Increases vs. Spending Cuts: On October 31, 1983, Sasser helped to kill an 
amendment expressing the sense of the Senate that no additional tax increases should be 
approved until Congress reduced spending by $3 for every $1 in revenue raised by the 1982 
legislation that increased taxes by $98.3 billion over three years. 

Tax Indexing: Until recently, one of the most aggravating aspects of the progressive 
income tax was that wage earners who received cost-of-living pay increases were oftentimes 
pushed into higher tax brackets, even though their actual purchasing power may have decreased. 
On at least four occasions (April 28, 1977; October 6, 1978; June 26, 1980; and July 16, 1981), 
Sasser opposed amendments to require the indexing of income tax brackets to take inflation into 
account. But then, on July 21, 1981, he reversed his usual position and voted for the popular 
Reagan Administration program to cut individual income tax rates 25 percent over three years 
and, among other things, index tax brackets beginning in 1985. On May 21, 1982, he voted for 
an amendment expressing the sense of the Senate that the indexing provisions of the 1981 tax-cut 
legislation should be repealed. And on April 10, 1984, he voted to consider legislation that would 
have delayed indexing until January 1st of this year. 

Spend and Spend. Laying to rest the myth (mentioned earlier) that "[n]o level of federal 
spending is too trivial for him to complain about," Sasser has opposed many attempts to cut 
spending and waste in various areas: 

HEW Budget: In early 1978, the old Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's own 
Inspector General found that the agency had literally squandered some $7 billion of its huge 
1977 budget on waste, fraud and mismanagement -- an amount that, at the time, was equal to the 
combined tax collections from four million families earning $15,000 annually. On April 24, 
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1978, Sasser voted against an amendment to reduce the fiscal 1979 HEW budget by $5.6 billion 
to partially offset the earlier extravagance. Two days later, he also opposed an amendment to cut 
HEW's $165 billion-plus budget (which was the largest in the world except for the national 
budgets of the United States and the Soviet Union) by a modest $2.1 billion -- less than one-third 
of the amount misspent in 1977. 

Budget Reduction: On May 19, 1983, the Senate settled on a First Budget Resolution for 
fiscal 1984 calling for outlays totaling $849.7 billion and a deficit of $184.4 billion. It passed by 
a vote of 50 to 49, with Sasser casting a "Yea" vote. Earlier in the day, Sasser helped to defeat an 
amendment that would have cut the spending level to $813.1 billion (saving $36.6 billion) and 
reducing the deficit to $155.1 billion ($29.3 billion less than the approved figure) by cutting 
programs other than Social Security, national defense, and interest payments on the national 
debt. 

On April 25, 1984, Sasser voted against an amendment to save $200 billion (through 
1987) by reducing federal spending by 10 percent across-the-board in all federal programs 
except Social Security, Medicare and defense. 

Congressional Pay Cut to Reduce Deficit: On May 3, 1985 the Senate considered an 
amendment to test the resolve of our federal legislators to make a personal sacrifice to reduce the 
federal deficit. It called for reducing the salaries of members of Congress by 10 percent and 
applying the savings to debt reduction. The amendment failed to pass on a 49 to 49 tie vote; 
Sasser voted "Nay." 

Committee Funding: On January 28, 1987, the Senate considered an amendment to cut 
the funding of its committees by 5 percent (about $2,250,000). The proposal was scuttled with 
Sasser's help. 

AMTRAK Funding: The taxpayer subsidy of the AMTRAK railroad system during fiscal 
1985 was about 17 cents per passenger mile. The appropriation of tax dollars for AMTRAK that 
year was $684 million, or $34 per ticket. In some instances, the per-ticket subsidy had exceeded 
$100. On April 30, 1985, the Senate approved a Budget Resolution that would have eliminated 
the AMTRAK subsidy. Sasser voted against the resolution. Then, on May 9, 1985, he supported 
an amendment to give AMTRAK 90 percent of what it had received in fiscal 1985. 

Urban Development Action Grants: On March 31, 1987, the Senate considered an 
amendment to terminate the Urban Development Action Grant program (UDAG), which spends 
around $225 million annually to encourage businesses and other investors to revitalize sundry 
projects. It has, for instance, helped Corning Glass Works upgrade a melting furnace in 
Pennsylvania ($1.5 million); cleared a site for a new Chrysler plant in Detroit ($15 million); 
helped renovate hotels in Florida ($3.4 million) and Detroit ($8.9 million); helped real estate 
developers build a festival market mall in Philadelphia ($10 million); etc. Sasser voted to keep 
this corporate welfare program on track by voting against the amendment. 

Economic Development Association: The EDA is supposed to help generate meaningful 
jobs in economically distressed areas, but more than 80 percent of the country now qualifies as 
"distressed" for purposes of feeding at the EDA trough. During one period, the jobs generated by 
a dozen EDA projects cost taxpayers nearly $20,000 per person -- per month! Another EDA 
program created 294 jobs at a cost of $100 million, which tallies out at more than $340,000 per 
job! On November 1, 1985, Sasser helped to defeat an amendment to delete funding for this 
wasteful entity (except for funds to pay salaries and expenses while terminating the program). 

Sundry Cuts: On September 26, 1985, Sasser voted to table (kill) an amendment to cut 
discretionary non-defense expenditures by 2 percent in the fiscal 1986 appropriations for the 
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Treasury Department, Postal Service, and general government operations. On October 22, 1985, 
he voted against an amendment to cut by 5 percent (approximately $1.6 billion) fiscal 1986 
appropriations for discretionary programs administered by the Departments of Education, Labor, 
and Health and Human Services. And on June 2, 1987, he voted against an amendment to delete 
$285 million in miscellaneous spending, including added funds for the Peace Corps, a weed 
study center at North Dakota State University, the elimination of the ceiling on federal loans for 
beekeepers, etc. 

Panama Canal. On March 16, 1978 and April 18, 1978, Sasser voted (respectively) for 
the "neutrality" and "transfer" treaties that call for the complete surrender of U.S. ownership and 
control of our Canal at the end of this century. Both treaties passed by mere two-vote margins. 

On July 26, 1979, Sasser voted for the legislation required to implement the treaties. Prior 
to the final vote, the Senate considered a series of amendments intended to protect U.S. interests. 
The amendments would have: (1) required congressional approval before any U.S.-owned 
Panama Canal property could be transferred to Panama; (2) withheld payments to Panama from 
Canal revenues unless the United States had first been reimbursed for its costs of implementing 
the treaties; (3) withheld such payments if either the President or Congress determined that 
Panama was directly or indirectly interfering in the affairs of other nations; and (4) authorized 
the President to take action to assure that the Canal remains secure and open. Sasser voted 
against all of these amendments. 

Foreign Aid. The hundreds of billions of dollars expended on foreign aid programs over 
the past four decades have won us few friends, but have helped to increase the size of the 
national debt, to prop up socialist regimes unfriendly to the United States, and to strengthen 
foreign competition to American-made products. Yet, Congress has insisted on funding the 
foreign aid program lavishly, and Sasser has done his part: 

June, 14 1977: Voted to authorize $5.2 billion for six international lending institutions 
for fiscal years 1978-81. 

August 5, 1977: Voted to appropriate $6.85 billion for foreign aid in fiscal 1978. Just 
prior to the final vote, Sasser voted against an amendment to bar the use of foreign aid funds for 
any programs that would have the effect of subsidizing competition with U.S. industry. 

October 13, 1978: Voted to appropriate $9.1 billion for foreign aid in fiscal 1979. 

June 16, 1980: Voted to increase the U.S. quota in the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) by approximately $5.5 billion. On that same date, he also voted to authorize U.S. 
"contributions" of $3.24 billion to the International Development Association and $360 million 
to the African Development Bank. 

June 17, 1981: Voted to subscribe $8.8 billion of our tax dollars to an increase in the 
capital resources of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. 

December 15, 1981: Voted to authorize $5.9 billion in fiscal 1982 and $5.9 billion in 
fiscal 1983 for foreign aid programs. 

June 8, 1983: Voted to authorize an increase of $8.4 billion in the U.S. "contribution" to 
the IMF. 

Friends and Foes. Sasser's record is replete with disturbing instances of voting for 
measures that help our Marxist enemies while undermining anti-Communist friends: 

Communist China: On January 24, 1980, Sasser voted to extend lucrative 
most-favored-nation trading status (and lower tariffs) to Red China. 

Cuba: On October 9, 1979, Sasser voted to strike from a foreign aid bill a provision 
prohibiting direct and indirect U.S. aid to Cuba. 
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Nicaragua: On May 19, 1980, Sasser voted to authorize $75 million in U.S. aid to the 
Sandinistas who have subjugated Nicaragua. On June 17, 1980, he voted against a motion to 
table an amendment to permit U.S. military assistance to this Communist regime. Yet, while he 
supported assistance to the Sandinistas, he subsequently voted on numerous occasions to deny 
military aid to the anti-Communist Contras (April 4, 1984; October 3, 1984; April 23, 1985; 
March 18, 1987; and February 4, 1988). 

Rhodesia: On March 15, 1977, Sasser voted to repeal the Byrd Amendment, which had 
permitted the United States to import vital chromium ore from anti-Communist Rhodesia despite 
United Nations economic sanctions against that pro-Western nation. One day earlier (March 14, 
1977), Senator Sasser had voted against an amendment to apply the same sanctions to the Soviet 
Union. Rhodesia became the Marxist nation of Zimbabwe in 1980. 

South Africa: On July 11, 1985, Sasser voted to impose economic sanctions against 
pro-Western and strategically vital South Africa. Prior to the final vote, he helped to kill an 
amendment to declare the Marxist-controlled African National Congress a terrorist group (which 
it is) and to impose a series of sanctions on ANC members in the United States (and prohibit 
their fund-raising activities) until the ANC renounces the use of violence and breaks its ties with 
South Africa's Communist Party. And on October 2, 1986, he voted to override President 
Reagan's veto of the South African sanctions bill. 

On May 21, 1987, Sasser voted to table an amendment to deny U.S. aid to South African 
countries that refuse to renounce "necklacing" (the brutal terror tactic of placing gasoline-filled 
tires around the necks of victims and setting them afire). When the tabling motion failed, the 
amendment was brought to a vote and the Senator then expediently supported the very proposal 
that he had moments earlier tried to bury. 

Soviet Union: On September 15, 1983, two weeks after the shooting-down of Korean Air 
Lines Flight 007 by the Soviet Union, Sasser voted to table an amendment to state the sense of 
Congress that the President should take the steps necessary to prevent the importation of any 
product made in the Soviet Union with forced labor. 

Vietnam: On June 16, 1977, Sasser voted against an amendment to prohibit the use of any 
appropriated funds for negotiations regarding U.S. aid or reparations payments to Communist 
Vietnam. 

The Judiciary. Sasser's liberal bent has also surfaced in his votes to confirm or reject 
nominees for the federal bench. 

For instance, he voted on July 24, 1979, to confirm Patricia M. Wald to be a U.S. Circuit 
Judge for the District of Columbia. Judge Wald was on record opposing prosecution and 
imprisonment of drug addicts and believing that children should be allowed to vote at age 12 and 
have the same rights as adults. 

Shortly thereafter (September 25, 1979), the Senator voted to confirm Abner J. Mikva to 
the Washington DC Circuit Court. Mikva was at the time a liberal Democratic Congressman and 
was one of only eight House members to oppose a restriction from mailing of pornographic 
material that might reach children. Mikva also supported federally funded abortion-on-demand; 
favored giving children the same rights as parents; and often boasted of being the most 
outspoken advocate of gun control in the House of Representatives. 

While judicial activists such as Wald and Mikva were acceptable to the Senator, he 
opposed the nomination of Robert H. Bork to the Supreme Court (October 23, 1987) and the 
nomination of Supreme Court Justice William H. Rehnquist to be Chief Justice (September 17, 
1986). 
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Defense. Sasser has voted against the production of binary chemical weaponry 
(consisting of two non-toxic substances that can be handled, stored, and transported safely, and 
become toxic only when mixed after the weapon is fired). During World War I, chemical 
weapons were used by only one side, since only one side had them. In World War II, the Axis 
powers considered using them, but were deterred when they learned that our own chemical 
arsenal was sufficient for effective retaliation. Today, we lag far behind the Soviets in this area, 
yet Sasser voted against catching up on the following dates: November 8, 1983; August 7, 1986; 
and September 24, 1987. Sasser has also voted against space-target testing of the anti-satellite 
(ASAT) missile (June 12, 1984; May 24, 1985; September 12, 1985; August 8, 1986; and 
September 22, 1987). And he also voted to emasculate the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDD, 
which has the potential to actually provide a meaningful defense against the Soviet nuclear threat 
(June 13, 1984; August 5, 1986; and September 22, 1987). 

On the bicentennial of the Constitution (September 17, 1987), Sasser voted to uphold a 
two-year ban on any testing or development of the SDI that exceeded the narrowest possible 
interpretation of the 1972 ABM treaty. One day earlier, he had voted for an amendment 
expressing the sense of the Senate that the Soviet Union had violated the ABM treaty. In other 
words, he apparently believes that U.S. defense capability should be restricted by stringent 
adherence to the terms of a treaty that (he admits) the Soviets have broken. 

Education and Energy. On September 24, 1979, Sasser voted to establish the 
Cabinet-level Department of Education, which administers the many federal programs that have 
helped to justify far-reaching federal control over education throughout the United States. 

On August 2, 1977, he voted to create the Department of Energy, which today spends 
billions annually to stifle energy production through paperwork requirements and costly federal 
edicts. 

Organized Labor. Sasser's votes on this issue do not seem to be in accord with 
Tennessee's status as a right-to-work state: 

August 3, 1977: Voted to table an amendment to prohibit the political use of labor-union 
funds collected under compulsory union contract, thereby aligning himself with the "principle" 
of forcibly extracting money from workers' paychecks to support candidates with whom they 
may vigorously disagree. 

June 1978: Voted on five separate occasions to invoke cloture and bring to a vote a major 
labor-law bill which, had it not been turned back by a filibuster, would have greatly increased 
union-boss influence while subjecting employers who resist compulsory unionization to such 
severe and one-sided penalties that few would dare risk bucking union pressure. 

May 22, 1984: Helped to kill an amendment to change the Federal Election Campaign 
Act to bar the use of compulsory union dues for political purposes. 

April 16, 1986: Voted to bar Senate consideration of a bill to amend the Hobbs Act (the 
federal anti-extortion law) to make violence that occurs during a labor dispute punishable under 
federal law. 

Sasser has also consistently fought attempts to modify the archaic Davis-Bacon Act 
(which costs taxpayers millions of dollars annually by requiring that construction workers on 
federal projects be paid the local prevailing wage, which is usually inflated by union wage 
levels), as on August 8, 1986, when he voted to strike from a bill a provision to increase from 
$2,000 to $250,000 the value of construction contracts below which the costly Davis-Bacon 


strictures would not apply. 
* * * 
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This brief review of Senator James Sasser's congressional record is far from complete, 
but it should be sufficient to indicate the extent to which his image as a "moderate" whose 
"public crusade is fiscal conservatism" is refuted by the actual votes he has cast on the Senate 
floor. Should the Senator's record become widely known, he could be in deep, deep trouble this 
November. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Another Pawn of the CFR 

ITEM: The May 2nd issue of Time lists some of the major figures in the presidential 
"brain trust" of Democrat Michael Dukakis. Those mentioned as foreign policy consultants to 
the candidate, and probable top aides in a Dukakis Administration, were Graham Allison, 
Joseph Nye, Robert Murray, Al Carnesale, Madeleine Albright, Paul Warnke, Warren 
Christopher, and Peter Tarnoff. 

CORRECTION: Of the eight persons mentioned in Time, only Robert Murray is not a 
member of the Council on Foreign Relations. Allison and Christopher are directors of the CFR, 
and Tarnoff is president of the New York-based internationalist clique whose foreign policy 
recommendations over the years have included appeasement of Communist aggressors, aid to 
and trade with the enemies of freedom, betrayal of anti-Communist allies, sacrifice of American 
sovereignty, and reduction in U.S. military strength. Since candidate Dukakis is already 
promoting the CFR agenda, we know exactly what to expect should the Massachusetts Governor 
find himself in the White House next January. 

Brinkley re FDR's Staff 

ITEM: Discussing his new book about the situation in Washington at the beginning of 
World War II, ABC News commentator David Brinkley wrote in the April 25th U.S. News & 
World Report that the Roosevelt White House "was not full of staff members pursuing their own 
agendas, not full of lawyers looking for clients for their future private practice. An Oliver North 
would not have been there and would not have been able to do what he did were he there." 

CORRECTION: President Roosevelt could have used an anti-Communist like Oliver 
North on his staff in the early 1940s. Instead, FDR had an administrative assistant named 
Lauchlin Currie, who was a Soviet spy. In pursuing his agenda, said Freda Utley in her book The 
China Story, Currie used his position as supervisor of the Foreign Economic Administration "to 
bypass the State Department by presenting to the White House economic and political reports on 
China favorable to the Communists." 

Catholic Peaceniks on Parade 

ITEM: Reporting on the 18th Annual New England Catholic Peace Fellowship 
Conference, the April 15th Boston Pilot quoted Bishop Thomas Gumbleton of Detroit as having 
said that he "grew up with the idea that there was something evil about Russia. We were taught 
over and over again about ‘atheistic Communism." I'm more and more convinced that we must 
really look for the beam in our eye before we talk about anyone else's conversion .... We must 
learn to walk humbly with an awareness of our own sinfulness." America's worst sin, said 
Gumbleton, is "economic imperialism," which forces us to maintain a deterrent so we can "keep 
our privileged place in the world." 

CORRECTION: Bishop Gumbleton has long been notorious for his 
"blame-America-first" attitude and for his unwillingness to recognize the evil nature of the Evil 
Empire. America may not be without sin, but it is as white as snow compared to the Soviet 
Union, whose imperialistic ambitions have caused the deaths of tens of millions of innocent 
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people. The peacenik prelate is fortunate indeed that America has maintained a deterrent. 
Otherwise, he would not be free to utter his nonsense. 
Fairlie's Foolishness 

ITEM: Writing in the May 9th New Republic, Henry Fairlie said that American 
conservatives "need a 'cause,' and an exaggerated fear of Russia is the handiest. The fact is that 
Russia (and the imaginary force of 'Marxism-Leninism') has added no fertile or rewarding inch 
to its empire for the last four decades, despite the force at the command of the Soviet Union in 
1945, and the weakness of the United States when it disarmed and was tempted to isolate itself 
again between 1945 and 1947." 

CORRECTION: Even if we assume that the operative words in the paragraph are 
"fertile or rewarding," that does not change the historical record of the past four decades, which 
has seen the Soviet empire gobble up the peoples of China, Tibet, North and South Vietnam, 
Cuba, Tanzania, South Yemen, Libya, Guyana, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Cambodia, Laos, Angola, 
Mozambique, Nicaragua, and Zimbabwe. There is nothing imaginary about the horrors inflicted 
on those nations by the force of Marxism-Leninism. 

Zimbabwean Success Story(?) 

ITEM: Under the above headline, the May 2nd U.S. News & World Report said that 
"Zimbabwe's President Mugabe is earning high marks for economic and political achievement 

CORRECTION: U.S. News didn't say who was passing out the high marks to Robert 
Mugabe, but you can be sure it wasn't the suffering citizens of the Communist-enslaved African 
land. Since coming to power in 1980, Mugabe has waged a reign of terror against all opponents 
of his plan to transform Zimbabwe into a totalitarian police state, and he has sent more than 
10,000 soldiers into neighboring Mozambique to help prop up the Red regime there. Last 
December, Mugabe signed an agreement with his chief rival, Joshua Nkomo, to merge their two 
parties into a new party that would "seek to establish a socialist society in Zimbabwe on the 
guidance of Marxist-Leninist principles." Mugabe became executive president of the country, a 
post that carries with it the powers of head of government and commander of the armed forces. 

Pregnancy Reduction or Murder? 

ITEM: Az article in the April 21st New England Journal of Medicine reported on a 
controversial new practice of killing some unborn babies when a woman has a multiple 
pregnancy. The procedure is known as "selective reduction" and might "offer an option to save 
the lives of a number of desperately wanted infants," said the report by a team of researchers 
from the Mount Sinai School of Medicine. Of the 49 babies involved in the 12 pregnancies only 
15 were born alive. Most of the others were aborted after doctors injected potassium chloride, a 
lethal drug, into the babies’ hearts. 

CORRECTION: Isn't it amazing how you can whitewash evil by calling it something 
else? Thus, the execution of nearly three dozen tiny human beings becomes "selective reduction" 
of pregnancy! 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


BULLETIN BOARD 


The John Birch Society. An organization that promotes less government, more responsibility, 
and -- with God's help -- a better world. Regional Council Dinner, June 4th, Desmond 
Americana Inn, 660 Albany-Shaker Road, Albany NY. Speakers: Honorable David Funderburk, 
former Ambassador to Romania, and Lev Alburt, International Grand Chess Master who 
defected from the Soviet Union in 1979. 
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Contact: Mrs. Susan Craig, Box 180, RD 1, Valatie NY 12184 5 (518) 766-3041. 

The American Studies Center/Radio America presents National Conference on Judicial 
Interpretation of the Constitution, June 12th, Mayflower Hotel, Washington DC. 

Information: The American Studies Center, 499 South Capitol Street SW, Suite 417, 
Washington DC & (202) 488-7122. 

The Foundation for Economic Education, Inc. Promotes an improved understanding of 
liberty and its relationship to private property rights, the free market and limited government. 
Summer seminar, June 19-25, Irvington NY. Mailing address: 30 South Broadway, Irvington NY 
10533, Jacob G. Hornberger, Program Director. 

Society for Scholarly Publishing. Tenth annual meeting, June 22-24, Boston Park Plaza Hotel 
and Towers, Boston MA. Purpose: To confront the clash of competing interest that endangers the 
traditional symbiosis of publishing and libraries. 

Information: 2000 Florida Avenue NW, Suite 305, P.O. Box 53421, Washington DC 20009 2 
(202) 328-3555. 

North American Renewal Service Committee. Praise and Worship Conference for Leaders, 
June 24-26, Franciscan University of Steubenville, Steubenville OH. 

Call: Christian Conference Office. Steubenville OH 43952 5 (614) 283-6317. 

Sword of the Lord. National Conference on Revived and Soul Winning, July 11-15, Bob 
Jones University, Greenville SC 29614. 

Information: Mrs. Doris Roberts, Sword of the Lord & (615) 893-6700 or Mrs. John Luck, Bob 
Jones University & (803) 242-5100 ext. 4220. 

Notice: Free University's International Summer School on East-West Relations in the Era of 
"Glasnost," Georgetown University, June 5-17. 

Information: Edward Lozansky, 4301 Connecticut Avenue NW, Washington DC 20008. 

Notice: Cato Institute's 1988 Summer Seminar in Political Economy, July 2-9, Dartmouth 
College, Hanover NH. 

Information: Cato Institute, 224 Second Street SE, Washington DC 20003 3 (202) 546-0200. 

Notice: Gene Vosseler launches 36-city tour calling for Immediate Deployment of Strategic 
Defense. Tour beings in New York City on May 9th. 

Information: Call Kate Gorden of High Frontier & (202) 737-4979. 

Notice: The Thomas More Collegiate Summer Program announces Summer Program for High 
School Students. Two sessions, July 17-30, July 31-August 13, Merrimack NH. Includes: the 
authentic meaning of freedom, the purpose of political society, the nobility of heroic action, the 
challenge of living the Christian life in a troubled, secular age. 

Information: Dr. Peter V. Sampo, The Thomas More Institute of Liberal Arts, Six Manchester 
Street, Merrimack NH 03054 2 (603) 880-8308. 

Notice: Young America's Foundation Tenth Annual Student Leadership Conference, July 
22-30, Valley Forge PA and Washington DC. 

Information: Summer Conference, Young America's Foundation, Suite 808, 11800 Sunrise 
Valley Drive, Reston VA 22091. 

Notice: Fourth World Conference of Libertarian International, August 7-13, Mbabane, 
Swaziland. 

Information: Libertarian International, 9308 Farmington Drive, Richmond VA 23229 & (804) 
740-6932. 


ODDLY ENOUGH 


Robber Barren 
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In Winston, Oregon, a burglar in a ski mask was surprised by a woman while he was 
filling a pillowcase with household items from her parents home. The robber tied the woman up 
and threatened to shoot her. Then he apparently had a change of heart. "I didn't want to do this 
job in the first place," he told his victim, and he departed, dumping the pillowcase with all its 
contents by the door. As he went out, he warned her: "Don't call the police for 15 minutes or I'll 
come back and shoot you." She was later able to provide police with a de-tailed description of 
the criminal. 

False False Alarm 

Here's a case in which a bank's burglar alarm actually bought a burglar time to complete 
his job and get away scot-free with his loot. 

A man armed with a pearl-handled revolver and disguised only by a parka hood wrapped 
tightly around his face walked into an unguarded bank just before closing time. He ordered bank 
officers to lie down on the lobby floor and demanded that a teller empty the cash drawers into a 
bag. 

While this was going on, a phone rang and the robber answered it. He was heard to tell 
the caller reassuringly, "This is a false alarm. There must be static on the line. This gave him 
time to finish his work, and make a clean getaway with $250,000 of the bank's money. 

Excessive Violins 

Last September, in Baltimore, Maryland, a thief in a car snatched a $14,000 violin being 
carried by its owner. The violinist suffered black eyes and severe abrasions of hands and feet 
when she tried unsuccessfully to hold on to the instrument. Her insurance company offered a 
reward for the 78-year-old Rodolfo Fredi violin, but no information was received. The company 
finally paid off and the violinist bought a replacement for about the price of the stolen one. 

Now the victim of the crime has a new problem. In early January, a Baltimore citizen 
took the stolen instrument to the police, saying he had bought it from another man on the street. 
The seller had first asked $20 for the violin but finally accepted $10. The problem that now has 
to be worked out between the violinist and the insurance company is, who is the legal owner of 
which violin? 

-- RICHARD MCKINNEY 
AND ELAINE BECHTEL 


OPINION PAST A Southern 
View of Government 


The following excerpt from Calhoun's Disquisition on Government was first published 
in 1853. John C. Calhoun had not only a thorough knowledge of political science, but an 
understanding of human nature and its relationship to government that would put mast modern 
sociologists to shame. Calhoun recognized the dangers of unrestrained majority rule and fought 
for the concept of free and independent states. 

I call the right of suffrage the indispensable and primary principle, for it would be a great 
and dangerous mistake to suppose, as many do, that it is, of itself, sufficient to form 
constitutional governments. To this erroneous opinion may be traced one of the causes why so 
few attempts to form constitutional governments have succeeded, and why of the few which 
have, so small a number have had durable existence. It has led not only to mistakes in the 
attempts to form such governments, but to their overthrow when they have, by some good 
fortune, been correctly formed. So far from being, of itself, sufficient -- however well guarded it 
might be and however enlightened the people -- it would, unaided by other provisions, leave the 
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government as absolute as it would be in the hands of irresponsible rulers; and with a tendency, 
at least as strong, toward oppression and abuse of its power .... 

The right of suffrage, of itself, can do no more than give complete control to those who 
elect over the conduct of those they have elected. In doing this, it accomplishes all it possibly can 
accomplish. This is its aim -- and when this is attained, its end is fulfilled. It can do no more, 
however enlightened the people or however extended or well guarded the right may be. The sum 
total, then, of its effects, when most successful, is to make those elected the true and faithful 
representatives of those who elected them -- instead of irresponsible rulers, as they would be 
without it; and thus, by converting it into an agency, and the rulers into agents, to divest 
government of all claims to sovereignty and to retain it unimpaired to the community. But it is 
manifest that the right of suffrage in making these changes transfers, in reality, the actual control 
over the government from those who make and execute the laws to the body of the community 
and thereby places the powers of the government as fully in the mass of the community as they 
would be if they, in fact, had assembled, made, and executed the laws themselves without the 
intervention of representatives or agents. The more perfectly it does this, the more perfectly it 
accomplishes its ends; but in doing so, it only changes the seat of authority without 
counteracting, in the least, the tendency of the government to oppression and abuse of its powers. 

If the whole community had the same interests so that the interests of each and every 
portion would be so affected by the action of the government that the laws which oppressed or 
impoverished one portion would necessarily oppress and impoverish all others -- or the reverse -- 
then the right of suffrage, of itself, would be all-sufficient to counteract the tendency of the 
government to oppression and abuse of its powers, and, of course, would form, of itself, a perfect 
constitutional government. The interest of all being the same, by supposition, as far as the action 
of the government was concerned, all would have like interests as to what laws should be made 
and how they should be executed. All strife and struggle would cease as to who should be elected 
to make and execute them. The only question would be, who was most fit, who the wisest and 
most capable of understanding the common interest of the whole. This decided, the election 
would pass off quietly and without party discord, as no one portion could advance its own 
peculiar interest without regard to the rest by electing a favorite candidate. 

But such is not the case. On the contrary, nothing is more difficult than to equalize the 
action of the government in reference to the various and diversified interests of the community; 
and nothing more easy than to pervert its powers into instruments to aggrandize and enrich one 
or more interests by oppressing and impoverishing the others; and this, too, under the operation 
of laws couched in general terms and which, on their face, appear fair and equal. Nor is this the 
case in some particular communities only. It is so in all -- the small and the great, the poor and 
the rich -- irrespective of pursuits, productions, or degrees of civilization; with, however, this 
difference, that the more extensive and populous the country, the more diversified the condition 
and pursuits of its population; and the richer, more luxurious, and dissimilar the people, the more 
difficult is it to equalize the action of the government, and the more easy for one portion of the 
community to pervert its powers to oppress and plunder the other. 

Such being the case, it necessarily results that the right of suffrage, by placing the control 
of the government in the community, must, from the same constitution of our nature which 
makes government necessary to preserve society, lead to conflict among its different interests -- 
each striving to obtain possession of its powers as the means of protecting itself against the 
others or of advancing its respective interests regardless of the interests of others. For this 
purpose, a struggle will take place between the various interests to obtain a majority in order to 
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control the government. If no one interest be strong enough, of itself, to obtain it, a combination 
will be formed between those whose interests are most alike -- each conceding something to the 
others until a sufficient number is obtained to make a majority. The process may be slow and 
much time may be required before a compact, organized majority can be thus formed, but 
formed it will be in time, even without preconcert or design, by the sure workings of that 
principle or constitution of our nature in which government itself originates. When once formed, 
the community will be divided into two great parties -- a major and minor -- between which there 
will be incessant struggles on the one side to retain, and on the other to obtain the majority and, 
thereby, the control of the government and the advantages it. 


AMERICAN HERO The 
Reward is in the Struggle 


Calhoun believed the duties of life were greater than life itself 


John Caldwell Calhoun is identified in history as the leading statesman of the antebellum 
South. Famous as the worthy colleague and adversary of Daniel Webster and Henry Clay, he is 
also known as a steadfast opponent of Andrew Jackson in defending the principle of nullification 
-- that doctrine which holds that the States are the ultimate repositories of governmental 
authority. As the champion of this doctrine, Calhoun defended his native state of South Carolina 
and later the entire South from the intrusions of Federal authority and Northern economic 
dominance. 

Calhoun's education took him out of the South -- he graduated from Yale in 1804 and 
attended the Litchfield (Connecticut) Law School, where he absorbed the principles of 
nullification of Judge Tapping Reeves. His perspective on States' Rights, therefore, was by no 
means natrow or provincial, but merely found the South more fertile ground in which to 
propagate. 

John Calhoun's political career was launched when, as a young lawyer, he presented 
orally the resolutions of his town of Abbeville denouncing British attacks on American ships. 
His fiery oratory prompted his neighbors to send him to Congress, where he joined Henry Clay 
as one of the "War Hawks" -- advocates of war with Britain. Following the War of 1812, as 
President James Monroe's Secretary of War, Calhoun made the debt-ridden War Department a 
model of efficiency and increased America's military preparedness, while reducing expenses. He 
also helped draft the famous Monroe Doctrine. 

Calhoun was Vice-President under two Presidents, John Quincy Adams and Andrew 
Jackson. Calhoun and Jackson became adversaries, however, when Calhoun's political enemies 
exploited the former War Secretary's private, guarded criticism of then-General Jackson's 
invasion of Spanish Florida in 1819. The criticism was intended only for members of the 
Cabinet; Calhoun had great admiration for Jackson and never intended to embarrass him 
publicly. But the politically motivated leak by supporters of Martin Van Buren years after the 
incident offended Jackson and created a break between the President and Vice President 
Calhoun. This misunderstanding was tragic, not only because it worsened the differences 
between the two great men over the doctrine of nullification, but also because it prevented their 
cooperation in opposing the National Bank. As much as Calhoun opposed the interests that 
controlled the National Bank, he also opposed Jackson's methods in dismantling it as an abuse of 
executive authority. 

On March 11, 1833 the South Carolina Legislature wrote the doctrine of nullification into 
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law by declaring the Federal Tariff Act null and void. The issue of the tariff reflected the 
fundamentally different ways of life in the Northern and Southern states. The tariff, by making 
imports more expensive, served to protect Northern manufacturers from foreign competition. For 
the South, however, this tax meant increased cost on items necessary for their agricultural 
pursuits (farm implements, etc.) and resulted in retaliatory foreign tariffs on Southern 
agricultural exports. The tariff thus forced the Southerners to pay a tax levied not so much for 
revenue as to protect Northern interests at Southern expense. And the South Carolinians led the 
fight against it. 

Calhoun resigned as Jackson's Vice President and accepted a Senate seat from South 
Carolina to lead the fight for nullification. South Carolinians vowed to protect their rights to 
nullify with armed resistance, if necessary, and President Jackson threatened to send troops to 
Charleston to enforce the tariff. The matter was settled with the passage of the Clay-Calhoun 
compromise -- a modified tariff bill that imposed less of a hardship on the South. 

For a man of principle like Calhoun, however, it was a dear price to pay for peace and 
economic security. The detested Force Bill (which authorized Federal troops to enforce revenue 
collections) remained on the books and a dangerous precedent had been set. Calhoun would 
write: "The struggle, far from being over, has only just commenced." 

Calhoun would literally work himself to a premature death at the age of 68 in 1850 by an 
exhaustive career as a U.S. Senator in the defense of States' Rights. His brilliant mind worked 
day and night, depriving him of much-needed rest, as he sought the answers to the problems of 
the age: How to preserve the Southern way of life without rending the Union; how to stay in the 
Union without being economically dominated by Northern industrialists and bankers; and the 
ever-present issue of slavery -- the inherited institution no one wanted, but which the Southern 
planter knew not how to rid himself of, without destroying his entire civilization. 

Although Calhoun sensed that the Northern-dominated federal union would destroy his 
world, he fought on until his last breath. 

"The reward," he said, "is in the struggle more than in victory ... I hold the duties of life 
to be greater than life itself, and that in performing them manfully, even against hope, our labor 
is not lost." 


-- WARREN P. MASS 
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